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THE 


ASHIRE & YORKSHIRE ACCIDENT 
INSURANCE COMPANY, Lro. 


KAD OFFICE: 30, BROWN STREET, MANCHESTER. 
Established 1877. Capital, £200,000. 


This COMPANY’S GUARANTEE BONDS are accepted by 

POOURTS OF CHANCERY and BOARD OF TRADE, and by 

. all Departments of H.M. Government. 

The ‘“‘ CLIMAX ”’ POLICY of the Company provides against 

SIDENTS —ILLNESS— PERMANENT DISABLEMENT, Gc. 

ul Sums Assured under the Policy are added to annually under a 
CUMULATIVE BONUS SCHEME. 
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pies ure also issued indemnifying Employers in relation to the Work- 
is Compensation Acts, 1897-1900, the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, 
Common Law, and Public Liability (Third Party) Risks. 
R. KENNEDY MITCHELL, Manager and Secretary. 


COUNTY FIRE OFFICE. 


FOUNDED 1807. 


REGENT ST., W., anv 14, CORNHILL, E.C., LONDON. 


PREMIUM INCOME of this Office is derived from Home Business only, no 

risks being undertaken. 

RETURN SYSTEM of the Country Fire Orrice offers an important advantage 
Insurances to Policyholders who continue insured in'the Office. 











"4 [8 OF PROPOSAL and full particulars as to Rares and the Apvanraaes offered 
“County ’’ may be obtained upon application. 
B. E, RATLIFFE, Secretary. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
| ‘To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
ble clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
tgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 
GAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 183. 





FUNDS : - - - £ 4,400,000 
INCOME - - : - £600,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - £ 2,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE - £ 16,000,000 


{ PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
7 and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES 
j Wrrnovur Prortts. 
| The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 


| Age | Premium | Age Premium | Age | Premium 


| 200 |4178%,] 30 | 116%, | 40 | s2 10%, 


£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 


Valuation at 24 p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 
head yrs. | 
£2,067 


| 10 yrs. | 20 yrs. 


Amount of Policy | £1,199 | £1,438 


Duration 





| 80 yrs. | 
Ree £1,724 


Full information on application to 
MANAGER, 10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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Current Topics. 

Ir witt BE seen, from the Vacation Notice which we print 
elsewhere that Mr. Justice Bicuam will, until further notice, 
sit in the Lord Chief Justice’s Court at 11 a.m. on Wednesday 
in every week of the vacation. 





Tue cLosE of the present unproductive session of Parliament 
has been marked by the dropping of some measures which we 
should suppose were non-controversial and might have been 
passed. The Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, Amend- 
ment Bill, which proposed to remove the difficulty occasioned by 
the troublesome 80m in Re Harkness and Alisopp’s Contract 
(1896, 2 Ch. 358), could not, surely, have met with opposition, 
yet it has been abandoned. A similar remark applies to the 
Solicitors’ Bill, and the False Statements (Companies) Bill. The 
County Courts Bill has apparently only been introduced to be 
dropped. It is hardly necessary to say that it has met with 
general disapproval on the grounds set forth in our recent article, 
and we can hardly feel regret that it has disappeared; but the 
position on the Ist of January next, when the County Courts 
Act, 1903, comes into operation, will be somewhat serious. 
Possibly the Lord Chancellor considers that the difficulty may 
be met by the fact that under section 7 of the Act of 1903, rules 
may be made, under section 164 of the Couaty Courts Act, 1888, 
and may be allowed, or disallowed, or altered by him. 





THE RESENTMENT which has been excited in this country by the 
action of Russia’s vessels in the Red Sea and in the Pacific may 
be compared with the feeling roused in the early part of the last 
century by our claim to search American merchantmen for 
deserters from the English navy. England had always asserted 
the right of impressing British subjects. She asserted this as a 
legal exercise of the prerogative of the Crown, which prerogative 
was alleged to be founded on the English law of the perpetual 
and indissoluble allegiance of the subject and his obligation 
under all circumstances, and for his “hale life, to render military 
service to the Crown whenever required. This right of search is 
now considered to have been founded on a wrong principle, 
inasmuch as the vessels of a neutral nation on the high seas are, 
for the pu of criminal jurisdiction, portions of its own 
territory. The difficulty of distinguishing native born Americans 
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from British subjects led to abuses, but England sturdily 
refused to renounce the power or to abolish the practice, with 
the result that, after some years of irritating controversy, war 
was declared by the United States, and lasted from 1812 to 1815. 
This was terminated without any express renunciation on the 
part of England of the right of impressment and search in 
foreign merchant ships, but it has never since been exercised. 





Ar THE recent Clerkenwell Sessions a woman pleaded guilty 
to a charge of stealing a girl four years old. It was stated by a 
police constable that the object of the prisoner in stealing the 
child was to take it about with her for the purpose of enlisting 
sympathy. The offence of child stealing is dealt with in England 
by section 56 of the Offences Against the Person Act, 1861, 
which enacts that whosoever shall unlawfully, either by force or 
fraud, lead or take away, or decoy or entice away, or detain, any 
child under the age of fourteen years, with intent to deprive any 
parent, guardian, or other person having the lawful care or 
charge of such ehild, of the possession of such child ° 
shall be guilty of felony, and, being convicted thereof, shall be 
liable at the discretion of the court to be kept in penal servitude 
for any term not exceeding seven years or not less than three 
years. The ancient law of Scotland punished with death the 
offence of plagii crimen—the stealing of living human creatures 
—under the notion that it was a treasonable usurpation of the 
royal authority in detaining the king’s free lieges. In Hume’s 
Commentaries on the Law of Scotland the learned author says 
that there is nothing in the objection that the child eannot be 
taken away for the sake of profit, and adds: ‘It is lucre in 
estimation of law that the child is detained and kept. Now, if 
there is no obstacle to the charge of theft in this point of view, 
much less is there in the nature of the act when considered with 
relation to the wickedness of the offender, or the distress which 
it occasions to the parties injured, both of which are, beyond 
comparison, greater than in any other case of theft, not to 
mention the facility of this invasion of a creature which can 
make no resistance.” 





Tux supemEnt of the House of Lords in the Scotch ecclesias- 
tical case of General Assembly of the Free Church of Scotland v. 
Lord Overtoun (Times, 2nd inst.) is one the importance of which 
it is difficult to overestimate. The general result, from a 
legal point of view, is that when property has been given 
upon trust for the maintenance of specific religious 
principles, it is liable to forfeiture in the hands of the holders 
for the time being, if they depart from the observance of 
these principles, unless the original trusts clearly include a 
power of varying them. This, indeed, is the rule which 
has long been recognized by the civil courts, though 
it has not before been applied under circumstances which 
affect such extensive interests. ‘If,” said Lord Expon, C., in 
Attorney-General v. Pearson (3 Mer. p. 400), ‘the institution 
was established for the express purpose of such form of 
religious worship, or the teaching of such particular doctrines, as 
the founder has thought most conformable to the principles of 
the Christian religion, I do not apprehend that it is in the power 
of individuals having the management of that institution at any 
time to alter the purpose for which it was founded, or to say to 
the remaining members: ‘ We have changed our opinions, and 
you who assemble in this place for the purpose of hearing the 
doctrines, and joining in the worship prescribed by the founder, 
shall no longer enjoy the benefit intended for you, unless 
you conform to the alteration which has taken place in 
our opinions.’” It may be argued that the circumstances of 
the present case do not well match with this dictum, and it is at 
any rate highly inconvenient to apply a rule, which may operate 
fairly enough as between two parties claiming against each 
other a particular chapel, to a case where practically the whole 
of a great church in the possession of large property are 
seeking to retain it as against an insignificant minority who 
cling tenaciously to the ancient standards. But, unfortunately, 
when a case has once been brought within the purview of a 
civil court, there is little room for paying regard to convenience 
or to special circumstances, and the course which prudent states- 
manship would suggest has to give place to the application of 


rigid rules. 


In view of the settled rule of law the only chance of i 
for what is in effect the present Free Church of Scotland, 
enjoyment of its property was to shew that it had always 
possessed the power of altering its tenets, or, if this wor 
not so, that at any rate the tenets which it has now abgp. 
doned are not essential. As to the tenet which has beg 
chiefly in controversy, the argument for allowing it to 
into oblivion was very strong. The Free Church at the time 
of the Disruption was formed as a church, voluntary in f, 
though not voluntary in principle. Its founders did not object 
to State-aid, and if they could have it on their own terms they 
would willingly have taken it. ‘ Though,” said Dr. Cuat 
“we quit the Establishment, we go out on the Establishment 
principle—we quit a vitiated Establishment, but would rejoicg 
in returning to a pure one. To express it otherwise, we are the 
advocates for a national recognition and a national support of 
religion, and we are not voluntaries.” But the lapse of 
time has shewn that these words have no counterpart in actual 
life. The severance of the Free Church from the State has 
been final, and the repudiation of voluntaryism is merely a pious 
opinion which has had to give way to more practical ideas. In 
Scotland this seems to be well recognised, and the Scotch courts 
have been unanimous in favour of aliowing the Free Church te 
drop this useless doctrine without forfeiting its property. Lom 
MacnaGHTen, in his very interesting dissentient judgment, 
arrived at the same result on the broad ground that the Free 
Church had from the beginning claimed to be a National 
Church, and must, therefore, retain within itself the possibility 
of growth. ‘ Speaking for myself, I cannot form a conception 
of a National Sak untrammelled and unfettered by connee- 
tion with the State, which does not at least possess the power 
of revising and amending the formule of subscription required 
of its own office-bearers, and the power of pronouncing 
authoritatively that some latitude of opinion is permissible 
to its members in regard to matters which, according to the 
common apprehension of mankind, are not matters of faith,” 
But this breadth of view did not commend itself to the Law 
Lords generally, and a situation has been produced which it 
would seem will have to be dealt with by legislation. The 
promoters of such legislation will be able to point to the judg- 
ments of Lord Macyacuren and Lord Lrypiey as no small 
justification for the reversal of the result at which the majority 
of the House of Lords felt compelled to arrive. 





Tue Frencu courts have just given their decision upon al 
interesting question as to the rights under a contract, part of 


which remains unperformed. In the year 1902 a scientific 
expedition was arranged by one M. Oxtivier, and the steamboat 
Niger was chartered for an excursion to Greece and its islands, 
which was to occupy three weeks. Each passenger paid in 
advance a fixed sum, which represented his passage and all 
charges connected with the expedition. The Miger started upon 
her expedition, but was lost by shipwreck at the end of the 
second Week after the commencement of her voyage. The 
plaintiff, one of the passengers, brought his action agains 
M. O.tivier to recover an amount equal to one-third of the 
sum which he had paid, and also claimed damages which he had 
sustained owing to the insufficient equipment of the vessel. Au 
action by a passenger to recover back part of the passage money, 
on the ground that the vessel was wrecked before the com 
pletion of the voyage, would seem to be an equitable 
proceeding, as being founded upon a practical failure 
of consideration; but the case of Gillam v. Simpkin (4 Campb. 
241), where the plaintiff had paid forty guineas for a passage 
from England to Antigua in the West Indies, requires careful 
consideration. The plaintiff intended tosjoin the vessel, which 
started from London, at Portsmouth, but she was lost on het 
way to Portsmouth. Gunns, O.J., appears to have held that, “if 
the voyage had actually commenced, and the ship wes prevel 
from completing it by perils of navigation, the master might be 
entitled to retain the passage-money previously paid to him 
The contract for this purpose might either be express or 

be evidenced by established usage. Here it was proved 

in West India voyages the passage-money is paid before the 





voyage commences, and it does not appear to be returned th 
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the voyage is defeated. On the other hand, if the ship was 
Jost before the commencement of the voyage for which these 
parties had contracted, the money paid by anticipation might be 
returned.” The French courts appear to have rejected the 

jntiff’s claim to a third of the money which he had paid, but 
they awarded him a small sum by way of damages. The recent 
cases arising out of the interruption of Coronation processions 
owing to the King’s illness have some bearing on the questions 
which we have discussed. 





ProBaBLY WE have not yet heard the last of the case of The 
Guardians of Poplar Union v. Martin (reported ante p. 623). It 
may be remembered that the respondent was charged before a 

istrate under the Vagrancy Act with wilfully refusing to 
maintain himself, so as to become chargeable to the appellant 
Union, It was proved that he, being an inmate of the work- 
house, but an able-bodied man, was taken to a Salvation Army 
Farm Colony, and was asked to agree to work on the colony on 
certain conditions. By these conditions he was to be boarded 
and lodged, and to have 6d. a week pocket money, with the 
prospect of being given remunerative work after a few weeks if 
he shewed himself worthy of it. He refused to accept work on 
the terms offered, and left the colony. A few days afterwards 
he was again an inmate of the workhouse. The magistrate, 
however, refused to convict on the ground that the man was not 
bound to work for 6d. a week. The matter was taken by the 
guardians to the Divisional Court, and sent back to the 
magistrate to decide on the facts whether the respondent’s 
refusal of work was reasonable under all the circumstances. 
The court, at the same time, expressed an opinion that a magis- 
trate was not bound to convict merely because some kind of 
work had been offered to and refused by the respondent. 
The case has again come before the magistrate, who considered 
the conditions on which the man was asked to work. He 
decided that it was not reasonable to ask a man to work for 
6d. a week, and that it was also unreasonable to require him to 
go to church on a Sunday, and to preach teetotalism. The 
magistrate, therefore, again refused to convict, and it is likely 
that the guardians will again bring the matter before the High 
Court. The question is a very important one, for if an able- 
bodied man refuses a reasonable offer of work which would be 
sufficient to support him, and deliberately goes into a workhouse, 
he is certainly an ‘idle and disorderly person” of the worst 
sort, and prison is the only proper place forhim. The question, 
then, is, what sort of offer it would be reasonable to refuse, for 
it can hardly be denied that a man is not bound to accept 
work on any conditions whatsoever. We do not agree 
with the magistrate that the 6d. a week was necessarily 
unreasonable. If a man cannot himself find any work, 
and is kept at the expense of the public, the fact 
that he is only given money to the extent of a trifle in addi- 
tion to his full keep ought not of itself to be considered 
unreasonable, Such a man is probably not worth much—at all 
events until he has had some instruction and practice; and 
where the work offered is sufficient to entirely relieve the rates 
of the man’s support, the smallness of any additional remunera- 
fion ought not to be taken into account. ‘There are, however, 
matters which might be taken into consideration ; and probably 
the magistrate was right in holding that it is not a reasonable 
condition of employment to insist on a man going to church. It 
seems clearly unreasonable to require a man to become a 
temperance advocate. Again, it is submitted, some regard 
should be had to a man’s past life and habits. Unfortunately 
we know of cases of professional men coming down in the world 
80 low as to become chargeable to a parish. It would hardly 
reasonable to require a reduced lawyer, doctor, or clergyman 
todo hard manual labour. On the whole, however, in order to 
justify a refusal of work in such circumstances, the conditions of 
employment should be very clearly unreasonable ; for (as was said 

y Linptzy, M.R., in A/torney-General v. Merthyr Tydfil Union, 
48 W. R. 403; 1900, 1 Ch. 576), what is a reasonable agree- 
ment for a man to enter into is one thing; what is a reasonable 
justification for a man compelling others to support him is quite 
another thing. 


Tue precision of Swivren Eapy, J, in Re French Brewster 
(52 W. R. 377) applied the established principle that where a 
charge has been created upon land, cad the ownership of the 
land and the charge meet in the same person, then, in the 
absence of any expressed intention, a merger will or not take 
place according as the merger will or will not be for the benefit of 
the owner. ‘The question is,” said Grant, M.R., in Forbes v. 
Moffatt (18 Ves., p. 390), “upon the intention, actual or 
resumed, of the person in whom the interests are united. . . . 
ere no intention is expressed, or the party is incapable 
of expressing any, I apprehend that the court considers 
what is most advantageous to him.” And from this 
it follows that, if the person entitled to the charge 
is owner in fee of the land, the presumption will be in 
favour of merger unless there happen to be special reasons 
for keeping the charge alive. ‘In most instances it is,” said 
Grant, M.R., in the case just cited, “‘ with reference to the 
party himself, of no sort of use to have a charge on his own 
estate ; and, where that is the case, it will be held tosink, unless 
something shall have been done by him to keep it on foot.” In 
Re French Brewster (supra) a landowner, entitled in fee, had 
created a portions charge on his estate for £15,000 in favour of 
younger children. Two younger children attained vested 
interests in the charge, and one of them died intestate and 
unmarried in the lifetime of hisfather. After the father’s death 
the question arose whether the charge, to the extent of one moiety, 
had merged in the land. Swrvren Eapy, J., in pronouncing for 
merger, referred to certain ial considerations which 
shewed that it was actually for the father’s benefit that 
the moiety should be merged ; but even apart from 
this, it would seem that, according to the principle above 
enunciated, a merger would be presumed merely from the 
uselessness of keeping: the charge alive. It was objected that 
the father had not made a title to the charge by taking out 
administration to his deceased son, and that, moreover, he was 
only entitled to the charge subject to payment of his son’s debts. 
But the fact that the legal title to the charge has not been 
completed does not affect the equitable operation of merger. 
To quote once again the above authority: ‘“‘ Upon this subject 
a court of equity is not guided by the rules of law. It will 
sometimes hold a charge extinguished where it would subsist at 
law, and sometimes preserve it where it would be merged.” 





Havine HAD occasion in a recent issue (ante, p. 428) to 
express our dissatisfaction with the decision of Wnricur, J., 
in the bankruptcy case of Re William Watson, Ex parte Atkin 
Brothers, we are not altogether surprised to read that this 
decision has just been reversed by the Court of Appeal. It 
will be remembered that the bankrupts were bankers, and 
also carried on a shipping and commission agency business, 
having a large connection in India. At the time of their 
bankruptcy they had in their possession some silver and plated 
articles, which had been sent to them by Messrs. Arkin 
Broruers, silversmiths and electro-platers. These goods were 
deposited with the bankrupts as samples to be shewn by them 
to customers, and a list of the trade prices of these articles was 
sent with them. The articles themselves were exhibited in 
show-cases in the bankrupt’s office. The trustee in bankruptcy 
claimed the goods as being in the possession, order, or disposition 
of the bankrupts in their trade or business by the consent and 
permission of the true owners, under such circumstances that they 
were the reputed owners thereof, and the learned judge made an 
order upholding this claim. In'commenting upon the decision 
we observed: ‘‘ We must confess that, apart from decided cases, 
our opinion would have been in favour of the true owners,” and 
after referring to the case of pictures or other objects of value 
exposed for sale in hotels, we added: ‘‘ If the case is carried to 
a higher court which is not hampered by the old decisions we 
shall hope for a more lenient view of the harsh provisions of 
the Statute.” This hope has been justified. The Court of 
Appeal in their judgment carefully consider the nature of the 
business of the bankrupts, and refer to the fact that they were 
described in business as ‘‘ bankers and agents.” The creditors 
were not entitled to presume that no part of the business 
of the bankrupts was done by them as agents. The 
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introduction of the customers of the bank to Messrs. ATKIN 
was also a suggestion of agency. The learned judge had 
referred to Sharman v. Mason (1899, 2 Q. B. 679) as an 
authority in support of his decision, but the Court of Appeal 
could not accept this view. We hope that this decision may be 
followed by others tending to mitigate the severity of the 
section. 





* THERE can be little doubt that the recent action by syndicates 
in their effort to monopolize the supply of a particular commodity, 
and thereby to enhance the price, has been materially assisted by 
the readiness on the part of certain banks to make advances upon 
merchandize. The risk incurred in making such advances has 
often been pointed out, owing to the fact that produce is not 
readily convertible into money so as to be a “liquid asset.” It 
appears, moreover, from an article in one of the leading news- 
papers, that certain banks have in other respects departed from 
the principles of sound banking. They are induced by corpora- 
tions, county councils, and other local bodies, to make what are 
called ‘long term advances,” though it is well known that such 
loans are matters for an insurance office, which can afford to lock 
up a proportion of its funds, and not for a bank. Some of these 
corporations appear to issue cheques bearing a receipt form at 
the foot, and bearing also an instruction to the bankers not to 
pay the amount specified unless the receipt is signed. This con- 
dition removes such documents from the category of cheques 
altogether, since it is of the essence of a cheque that it shall be 
unconditional. Bankers paying them are therefore deprived of 
the protection afforded by the section of the Bills of Exchange 
Act which absolves them from liability where there are forged 
indorsements. It is added that there is a tendency on the part 
of banks to allow themselves to be used as building societies 
by lending a large proportion of their funds on the security 
of house property, and that advances are also made to builders 
against architects’ certificates or otherwise as the work of 
construction progresses. Assuming that these statements are 
well founded, these practices can only end in anxious and 
disastrous litigation. 


Frew persons can have failed to observe the steady increase 
in the number of telegraph or telephone wires crossing the 
streets of London and its suburbs. The case of Brown v. The 
London and South-Western Railway, recently tried in the Bromp- 
ton County Court is a useful addition to our knowledge of the 
remedies available for injury arising from the fall of these 
wires. The plaintiff, while passing over Putney Bridge, was 
struck and injured by a telegraph wire which had suddenly 
snapped. This wire was, with many other wires, carried below 
the defendants’ telegraph poles across the bridge, and it snapped 
owing to the overheating of the soldering of the joint of two 
copper wires. The railway company, at the hearing, contended 
that there was no evidence of negligence, and, further, that the 
wire above referred to was the property of the Postmaster- 
General, and used exclusively by the Post Office, though it was 
put up by the company and maintained by them, together with 
their own wires on their own poles. The jury having found 
that the defendants were guilty of negligence, and having 
assessed the damages at £15, the judge held that the verdict 
must stand. It was true that the Crown, or a servant or agent 
of the Crown, acting officially for the Crown, could only be 
made liable in contract or tort by the medium of a petition of 
right, but if the workmen employed in a Government depart- 
ment were shewn to have been guilty of personal negligence, 
they could be made liable in an action. And although no action 
could be maintained for any thing which was the inevitable 
result of a public work authorized by the Legislature, yet if 
damage arose from the negligent execution of the work, and 
might have been avoided by the exercise of ordinary skill and 
care, the contractor would be pecuniarily responsible. The 
defendants were in the position of a contractor who had been 
guilty of negligence in carrying out the work extended to him, 
and they had no defence to the action. 





Tue causes of action in the English Courts are infinite in 
their variety, but we can remember no instance of a grievance 


like that suggested by the plaintiff in the case of Breithaupt y, 
Mallinson, tried before the Lord President and a jury in the 
Scotch Court of Session on the 29th of July. The plaintiff was the 
chef in a grill room, and he claimed £400 damages from the 
defendants, who were hairdressers, in respect of what is 
described in the report as ‘‘a foul shave.” He stated that on 
the 28th of December he went, according to his custom, to get 
shaved, and, on leaving the shop, discovered that a patch of 
skin on the right side of his chin had been removed. The 
irritation in the wound increased, and two days later he 
consulted a doctor, who informed him that he had got “a foul 
shave”; that ringworm of the head soon afterwards manifested 
itself, and the plaintiff alleged that this was owing to the fact 
that the shaving-brush which was applied to his face had not 
been cleaned or disinfected. We are happy tosay that the jury 
were unable to affirm this alarming proposition, and found, 
verdict for the defendant. We are inclined to think that the 
number of those who obtain assistance in shaving is in this 
country on the increase, and very few persons appear to be their 
own shavers on the continent. A cause of action like that 
relied upon is easily made and not always easy to disprove. 





A curious illustration of the development of municipal trading 
was afforded by the proceedings in the Select Committee of the 
House of Lords with regard to the Lendon County Counail 
(General Powers) Bill. The General Secretary of the London 
Coffee and Dining Room Keepers Trade Protection Society 
appeared in person to oppose a clause in the Bill by which the 
Council took power to cater for tenants in their lodging-houses, 
The Committee, after full consideration, decided to strike this 
clause out of the Bill. 








Estoppel Against Companies. 


Txe Court of Appeal (Zimes, 30th ult.) have reversed the judg- 
ment of Kennzpy, J., in Reuben v. Great Fingall Consolidated 
(1904, 1 K. B. 650), and have arrived at a decision more in 
accordance with the opinion of the learned judge himself than 
that which he felt himself bound by authority to pronounce, 
The grounds upon which this result has been attained are sub- 
stantially those which we suggested in commenting upon the case 
some two months ago (pp. 488, 504). ‘There is no such efficacy 
in the mere use of the seal of a company as to make a document 
to which it has been affixed by the secretary, although without 
authority, binding on the company on the ground of estoppel. 
Put in this form the proposition may seem obvious enough, but 
upon the decision of Kennepy, J., it would not have been 
difficult to argue that the doctrine of estoppel went to this 
length. 

A short recapitulation of the facts of the case will be suffi- 
cient to explain the effect of the present judgment of the Court 
of Appeal. The plaintiffs were stockbrokers. The defendant 
company had for their secretary in 1902 one Rows, with whom 
the plaintiffs had had dealings in stocks and shares, and whom 
they regarded as a person of good credit. Rows was desirous 
of raising a loan of £20,000, and for this purpose he was pre 
pared to make a fraudulent use of the company’s seal. He 
offered as security for the loan 5,000 shares in the defendant 
company which he alleged to be standing in the name of “E. 
Srorgy.” The plaintiffs arranged to obtain the £20,000 from 
their bank on the same security, and Rows prepared a transfer 
of the shares to two persons who represented the bank. He 
handed this to the plaintiffs, and it then purported to have been 
executed by E. Srorzy. In due courge it was executed by 
the transferees and returned to Rows, and he prepared a new 
certificate of the shares. Under the articles of association of 
the company this had to bear the seal of the company, to be 
signed by two of the directors, and to be countersigned by 
Rowe as secretary. The seal was accordingly affixed by Rows, 
and he countersigned as secretary, but that was all that was 
genuine on the certificate. He had no authority to use the 
company’s seal, and the signatures of directors which it pur 
ported to shew were forged. This certificate was handed to tht 





plaintiffs, who in turn lodged it with their bankers against the 
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ers’ cheque for £20,000. The plaintiffs then gave their 
own cheque to Rowe for the same amount, less expenses and 
gmmission. Rowe cashed the cheque and absconded, and the 
uestion subsequently arose whether the company were bound 
tp acknowledge the validity of the certificate, and either to 

ister the transferees as holders of 5,000 shares or to pay the 
a of the shares by way of damages. 

Apart from the use of the seal of the company, it seems to be 
dear on the authorities that the company were not bound by 
the act of their secretary. ‘‘ With regard to the question,” 
said Wits, J., in Barwick v. English Joint Stock Bank (L. R. 2 
Ex. 259), “‘ whether a principal is answerable for the act of his 

nt in the course of his master’s business, and for the master’s 
benefit, no sensible distinction can be drawn between the case 
of fraud and the case cf any other wrong. The general rule is 
that the master is answerable for every such wrong of the 
servant or agent as is committed in the course of the service 
and for the master’s benefit, though no express command or 
privity of the master be proved.” It is thus essential, in order 
to impose liability on the principal, that the fraud of the agent 
should be committed for the principal’s benefit, and this 
limitation on the rule was recognized in British Mutual Banking Co. 
y. Charnwood Forest Railway Co. (t8 Q, B. D. 714). In Thorne v. 
Heard (1894, 1 Ch. p. 611), Kay, J., referring to the latter case, 
sid: ‘It was there deliberately decided that the words ‘ for 
the master’s benefit’ in that statement. of the doctrine are 
esential, and that where an agent in the course of his employ- 
ment committed a fraud, not for his principal’s benefit, but for 
the benefit of himself, and the principal did not benefit by such 
fraud, he could not be made liable for it.” 

In Shaw v. Port Philip Gold Mining Co, (13 Q. B. D. 103) a 
company was held to be estopped by a forged certificate of 
shares issued by the secretary, and this was put upon the 
ground that the company had made it the duty of the secretary 
to procure the proper execution of certificates and to issue them 
from the office. Hence, it was said, there was a warranty by 
thecompany of the genuineness of the certificates issued by the 
secretary. But so far as the result depends upon a holding out 
of the secretary as the officer of the company to issue certifi- 
cates, it appears to be irreconcileable with the cases just cited. 
The secretary is not authorized to do the acts upon which the 
genuineness of the certificate depends, and any acts which he 
fraudulently commits in the course of the company’s business 
do not involve the company in liability unless the company 
derives benefit from them. 

The judgment of Kennepy, J., in the present case was laggely 
founded on a passage from the judgment of Lord MaonaGHTen 
in George Whitechurch (Limited) v. Cavanagh (1902, A. C. 117), 
which appeared to ascribe some special sanctity to the use of 
the company’s seal, so as to make any document thus authenti- 
cated binding on the company, however irregular or fraudulent the 
use of the seal may have been. In that case the question at issue 
related to “certification” of shares, and Lord MacnaGuren 
drew a distinction between this process and a certificate. ‘There 
is.” he said, ‘‘a marked difference between a certificate and a 
certification. A certificate is under the seal of the company. 
By the Companies Act, 1862, a certificate is made prima facie 

A certification stands on a different 
Transfers are never certified under the 
But, as we pointed out, in commenting upon 


evidence of title. 
footing altogether. 
company’s seal.’ 
the judgment of Kennepy, J., these remarks were not intended 


to apply to forged documents, and this view has been expressed 
by the Master of the Rolls in his present judgment. Though, 
he said, the words used in Whitechurch (Limited) v. Cavanagh, 
apart from their context, might possibly be open to this construc- 
tion, he thought it was reasonably clear from the train of 
reasoning in Lord Macnacuren’s judgment that nothing of the 
ind could have been meant, and that the certificate he had in 
mind was one such as that in Re Bahia and San Francisco 
Railway Co, (L. R. 3 Q. B. 584), which had been in fact executed 
in due form by the company, but under a misapprehension. 

To ascribe validity to a document executed under a company’s 
seal, where the use of the seal has been fraudulent, is, indeed, 
yi to such well-known cases as ank of Ireland v. Evans’ 

tees (5 H. L. C. 389) and Merchants of the Staple v. Bank of 
Zngland (21 Q. B. D. 160), In these cases the seal of the com- 







































pany had been fraudulently affixed to powers of attorney, with 
the result that stock had been transferred under the powers. 
But such use of the seal was held not to be binding on the com- 
pany unless there had been negligence in its custody. In other 
words, the estoppel arises by negligence where this can be 
established as a proximate cause of the loss, and not by the 
mere use of the seal. In the present case negligence does not 
seem to have been alleged, and upon principle, therefore, the 
certificate fraudulently issued by Rowe did not bind the com- 
pany. The judgment of Krennepy, J., was accordingly reversed, 
and the genuineness of a certificate of shares issued under the 
seal of the company must be judged like that of any other 
document. The person taking it must satisfy himself that the 
seal has been duly affixed. 








The Rise of the County Court. 


In view of the impending change in county court jurisdiction, 
Judge Snacez has very usefully reissued in a revised form an 
article on ‘‘ The Evolution of the County Court,” which appeared 
in the Nineteenth Century in October, 1897. He me. the 
strenuous efforts that had to be made in the early part 
of the last century before the modern county court was 
established by the County Courts Act, 1846. There had 
been from time immemorial the county court and the court 
baron with their jurisdiction limited to forty shillings, and there 
were a few local courts with a larger jurisdiction; but for all 
ordinary litigation it was necessary to have recourse to the 
superior courts. ‘“‘ Under this system,” says Sir Tomas 
SnaccE, “two institutions in the course of time grew 
and prospered exceedingly ; a central bar of common law 
barristers, and a large number of agency firms of London 
attorneys, to whom the conduct of their client’s litigation was 
entrusted by the provincial practitioners, the latter being thus 
virtually reduced to the position of middlemen.” 

This meant, however, for small suitors a practical denial 
of justice. Of an average of 90,000 causes entered annually in 
the superior courts at Westminster during the five years ending 
with 1827 no less than 30,000 were for amounts not exceeding 
£2. “It was stated that to try these cases out would require 
the expenditure of at least four times the aggregate amount in 
dispute; while the estimated cost of trying some 60,000, or two- 
thirds of the whole, entered for the recovery of sums not exceed- 
ing £50, was more than double the amount which formed the 
subject of the claims.” In days when law reform was in the 
air, this state of things naturally led to an attempt to 
infuse new life into the old local tribunals, and the first 
move was made by Lord Atrorp, who, with the help of 
Baron ALDERSON, then at the bar, eM a Bill by which it 
was proposed to extend the jurisdiction of the ancient 
county court to £10, giving the sheriff a legal expert as 
assessor. But this measure made no progress and in 1830 
BrovenamM, who had meanwhile procu the appointment 
of a commission to inquire into the pleadings, practice, 
and proceedings in the common law courts, introduced a Bill for 
the establishment of “local district courts” with a jurisdiction 
limited to £100 in actions of debt, £50 in actions for injury to 
person or personal property, and an unlimited jurisdiction in 
actions of every kind where the parties agreed to a trial before 
the local tribunal, BrovcHam’s Bill was read a second time in 
the House of Commons, but a dissolution prevented its further 
progress. In the autumn of 1830, however, its author became 
Lord Chancellor, and he promptly introduced the measure in the 
House of Lords, adding to its proposals a large bankruptcy 
jurisdiction. Lord Lynpaurst procured its reference to the 
Common Law Commissioners, who advised a reduction of the 
jurisdiction to £20 in debt, and, with this change, it was re- 
introduced by Lord Brovenam in 1833 and had a curious fate. 
It passed the Committee stage successfully, but then failed to 
obtain a Third Reading. The opposition of Lord LynpHursr 
was too much for it. The peers present were equally divided, 
eighty-one voting in favour of the Bill, and the same number 
against it. But in those days proxies were available, and 
Lynpuursr produced fifty-three, while Brovanam held only 41. 

But the need for et courts was too great for conservative 
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opposition to be ultimately successful, and, in particular, courts 
were required to exercise jurisdiction in bankruptcy. In 1842, 
Judge Snacez observes, it was found expedient to extend 
throughout England a bankruptcy jurisdiction which had then 
recently been established with great success in London, and the 
means for doing so lay in the proposed county courts. This time 
it was LynpuurRst who introduced the measure, and he proposed 
to extend the jurisdiction of the ancient county courts from 40s. 
to £20, giving them a limited jurisdiction in actions of tort, and 
enabling them to try actions up to any amount by consent of 
the parties. But the last provision caused the measure to be 
lost in the House of Commons. The final triumph of the 
Bill did not come till 1846, when it was again introduced 
by Lord Lynpxvrst, but was piloted through its later stages by 
Lord Corrzennam. ‘ Thus ended the strange vicissitudes of this 
long controversy, and so it came to pass that Brovexam lived to 
see his pet measure carried by a Whig Minister after all; while 
to Lord CorrznnamM was given a profusion of immediate patron- 
age, including sixty county court judgeships, such as has not 
fallen to the lot of any Lord Chancellor before or since.” 

The establishment of the new county courts at once attracted 
a great mass of business, and it was seen that the jurisdiction 
was too restricted. The first extension came in 1850, when 
the limit in actions of debt was raised from £20 to £50. 
Other changes followed, and in particular the point which 
had been so obnoxious at an earlier date was conceded, and 
the courts were allowed an unlimited jurisdiction by consent 
in common law actions. Perhaps the most signal mark of 
the confidence which is really placed in county courts is the 
extensive jurisdiction which they possess in bankruptcy 
and winding-up. Moreover, as is well known, they have 
extensive and responsible jurisdiction under special statutes, 
notably the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The entire 
business of the county courts is now measured by very large 
figures. The number of plaints not exceeding £20 were, 
in 1901, well over a million; the plaints from £20 to £50 
were 12,472, and the matters exceeding that limit tried by 
consent were 1,537. ‘‘ Whatever the true explanation may be,” 
says Judge Snaces, ‘the fact remains that at least two-thirds 
of what once formed the ordinary jurisdiction of the King’s 
Bench Division has drifted to the county court, whither the 
bar, as a body, has not followed it.” The increase of juris- 
diction to £100, which is now imminent, suggests that the 
bar will, in their own interests, have to follow the business 
which is sure to be transferred from the High Oourt, and Judge 
SnaccE has a proposal for meeting the case. He suggests that 
the trial of all the heavy claims in the circuit should take place 
‘‘at special sessions to be held periodically at one or other of 
the larger and more accessible court towns of each county court 
circuit, say, at the courts to which district registries of the 
High Court are at present annexed.” 

Presumbly the scheme which the Lord Chancellor, in the 
County Courts Bill now before Parliament, takes power to pro- 
pound, will result in the creation of such courts, and then it 
will be for the future to develop the relation between these 
special courts and the High Court. We gather, however, from 
the discussion in the House of Commons on Tuesday that the 
Bill is to be dropped for this Session, and hence, if any pre- 
paration is to be made for the enlarged jurisdiction which will 
come into operation on the Ist of January next, it must be under 
the machinery of the Act of 1903. Had a new Bill been intro- 
duced in proper time, and after consultation with the bodies 
interested, there need have been no difficulty in passing it 
during the present Session. 








It has now been arranged, says the Zimes, that Mr. Justice Bigham 
will go on the South-Eastern Circuit at the ensuing autumn assizes, in 
place of Mr. Justice Wright, while the former judge’s place on the 
Midland Circuit will be taken by Mr. Justice Bucknill. Mr. Justice Bray 
will go on the North and South Wales Circuits, in place of Mr. Justice 
Bucknill. 

In the course of a case at the Central Criminal Court on the 29th ult. 
Mr. Justice Ridley said he was informed that there was somebody in court 
sketching the witness, and he must ask the person to desist, as it in- 
commoded the witness, and he therefore could not allow it to be done. If 
the sketching incommoded the witness it was highly improper, and must 
be stopped. The artist at once said he would desist. 





Reviews. 


Insurance. 


THE Laws OF INSURANCE: FiR#, LIFE, ACCIDENT, AND GUARANTR, 
EMBODYING CASES IN THE ENGLISH, ScoTcH, IRISH, AMERiqay 
AND CANADIAN CouRTs By James Biccs PoRTER, Barrister-g. 
Law. Assisted by WILLIAM FIELDEN CrRaIEs, M.A., Barrister-g 
Law. Fourth Epirion. Stevens & Haynes. 


The successive editions of this book which have been called fy 
shew that the profession appreciate the advantage of having the lay 
as to the various forms of assurance—except marine insurance, whig 
forms & branch quite by itself—collected into one volume. To, 
certain extent the same principles underlie all contracts of insurang, 
but there are considerable exceptions; in particular, life insurang 
differs from other kinds of insurance in being a contract to pay a specific 
sum on a certain event and not a contract of indemnity. A usefy 
chapter is devoted by Mr. Porter to the subject of ‘‘ Fire Policies anj 
Assignment.” Our law has unfortunately not adopted the vier 
which was forcibly put forward by James, L.J., in Rayner v. Preston 
(18 Ch. D. 12), that a contract of fire insurance should run with th 
land, and enure for the benefit of the person for the time bei 
interested therein. Hence, as is well known, the necessity for extreme 
care, when entering into a contract for the purchase of buildings, to 
secure that there shall be an existing insurance available for the 
purchaser, upon whom the risk of loss falls as from the date of the 
contract. ‘‘ The first business of a purchaser,” says Mr. Porter, ‘is, 
therefore, either to insure as from the date of his contract, or to take 
an agreement to insure from the vendor.” In practice, however, it 
is perhaps better to obtain an immediate consent by the office to the 
purchaser having the benefit of the insurance. The work is clearly 
written, and this edition has been brought up to date by the inclusion 
of a large number of recent cases. 





























Books Received. 


Principles of the Criminal Law: A Concise Exposition of the 
Nature of Crime ; the Various Offences Punishable by the English 
Law; the Law of Criminal Procedure, and the Law of Summary 
Convictions, With Table of Offences, their Punishments and Statutes, 
Tables of Cases, Statutes, &c. By Szymour F. Harris, B.C.L, 
M.A. (Oxon.). Tenth Edition, By CHarLEes L. ATIENBOROUGH, 
Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


A Digest of the Criminal Law (Crimes and Punishment). By the 
late Sir JAMES FitTzJaMEs STEPHEN, Bart., K.C.S.I., D.C.L., onea 
the Judges of the High Court. Sixth Edition. By Sir HERBERT 
STEPHEN, Bart., Barrister-at-Law, and Harry LUSHINGTON STEPHES, 
one of the Judges of the High Court of Calcutta. Macmillan & Co. 
(Lifted). 

A Guide to the Law Courts and Offices, and Handbook containing 
Practical Directions on Issuing Writs, Taking out Summonses, 
Drawing up Orders, Signing Judgments, &c., &c., and other usefal 
information. By H. J. REEVEs, a Solicitor’s Managing Clerk 
Reeves & Turner. 
















Notes on the Doctrine of Renvoi in Private International Law. By 
JoHN PAWLEY BATE, Reader of International Law, &c., in the Inns 
of Court, sometime Fellow of Trinity Hall, Cambridge. Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The Law Magazine and Review. A Quarterly Review of Juris 
prudence. Vol. XXIX. August, 1904. Jordan & Sons (Limited), 


















The annual dinner of His Majesty’s judges has, says the Times, beet 
fixed to take place on Monday evening, the 24th of October, at the 
Atheneum Club. This dinner has been substituted during the past few 
years for the annual Whitebait dinner at Greenwich, which the judges 
attended for so many years. 


The death is announced of Mr. William O’Connor Morris, county cout 
judge of Roscommon and Sligo, in his 80th year. He was educated st 
Epsom College, and Oriel College, Oxford, of which he was a scholar. He 
was called to the Irish bar about 1849, and was*elected professor of laws 
the King’s Inns. Shortly afterwards he took silk, and on the 15th of June, 
1872, he was appointed county court judge for Louth, being subsequently 
transferred to Kerry, and then to Roscommon and Sligo. On the bendh, 
says The Times, Judge O’Connor Morris always acted with conspicuow 
honesty and with much ability, but he was a man of intense convictions, 
and sometimes he may have expressed them in the wrong place. He was 
high authority on the history of the Napoleonic wars. His ‘‘ Campaig? 
of 1815” is a witness to the justice of his reputation in this respect, 4 
he wrote an excellent monograph on Napoleon in the ‘* Heroes ”’ serits. 
To the same series he contributed about six years ago an interestilg 
“Life of Hannibal.’’? His other historical works include a life of Va 
Moltke and the memoirs of Gerald O’Connor. 
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New Orders, &c. 


——— 
High Court of Justice. 
Lone VACATION, 1904. 


Notice. 


During the Vacation, up to and including Saturday, the 17th of 
September, all applications ‘‘ which may require to be immediately or 
promptly heard,” are to be made to Mr. Justice Bigham. 

Court BustnEss.—Mr. Justice Bigham will, until further notice, 
sit in the Lord Chief Justice’s Court, Royal Courts of Justice, at 
11 a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing on Wednesday, 
the 17th of August, for the purpose of hearing such applications of 
the above nature, as, according to the practice in the Chancery 
Division, are usually heard in court. 

No case will be placed in the Judge’s Paper unless leave has been 
previously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case requires 
to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely the 
reasons, is left with the papers. 

The necessary papers, relating to every application made to the 
Vacation Judges (see notice below as to Judges’ Papers), are to be 
left with the Cause Clerk in attendance, Chancery Registrars’ Office, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, before 1 o’clock on the Monday 
previous to the day on which the application is intended to be 
made. When the Cause Clerk is not in attendance, they may be left 
at Room 136, under cover, addressed to him, and marked outside 
Chancery Vacation Papers, or they may be sent by post, but in either 
case so.as to be received by the time aforesaid. 

Urcent MATTERS WHEN JUDGE NOT PRESENT IN COURT OR 
CuAMBERS.—Application may be made, in any case of urgency, to the 
Judge, personally (if necessary), or by post or rail, prepaid, 
accompanied by the brief of Counsel, office copies of the affidavits in 
support of the application, and also by a Minute, on a separate sheet 
of paper signed by Counsel, of the order he may consider the applicant 
entitled to, and also an envelope, suffi-iently stamped, capable of 
receiving the papers, addressed as follows:—‘‘Chancery Official 
letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, Chancery Registrars’ Office, 
Royal Courts of Justice, London, W.C.” 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the Judge will be returned to the Registrar. 

The address of the Judge for the time being acting as Vacation 
— can be obtained on application at Room 136, Royal Courts of 
ustice. 

CHANCERY CHAMBER BUSINESS.—The Chambers of Justices Buckley 
and Warrington will be open for Vacation business on Tuesday, 
eertey. Thursday, and Friday in every week, from 10 to 2 
0 : 


Krve’s Bench CHAMBER BusIness.—Mr. Justice Bigham will, 
until further notice, sit for the disposal of King’s Bench Business in 
Judges’ Chambers on Tuesday and Thursday in every week, com- 
mencing on Thursday, the 18th of August. 

PROBATE AND DrvorcE.—Summonses will be heard by the Registrar, 
at Probate Reeistry, Somerset House, every day during the Vacation 
at 11.30. Motions will be heard by the Regi-trar on Wednesdays, the 
17th and 31-t of Augu-t, the 14th and 28th of September, and the 5th 
and 19th of October, at 12.30. In matters that cannot be dealt with by 
a Rezi trar, application may be made to the Vacation Judge by motion 
or summons. 

Decrees nisi will be made absolute by the Vacation Judge on 
Wednesdays, the 24th of August, the 14th and 28th of September, and 
the 5th aud 19th of October. 

A summons (whether before Judge or Registrar) must be entered 
at the Revistry, and case and papers for motion (whether before 
Judge or Registrar) and papers for makiag decrees absolute must be 
filed at the Registry b+fors 2 o’clock on the preceding Friday. 

JupcE’s Papers FoR UsE 1n Court.—CHancery Drvision.— 
The following Papers for the Vacation Judge, are required to be left 
with the Cause Clerk in attendance at the Chancery Registrars’ 
Office, Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, on or before 1 o’clock, on 
the Monday previous to the day on which the application to the Judge 
18 intended to be made : 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave granted 
by the Judge. 

2.—Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any), 
and any other documents shewing the nature of the application. 

3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 

_— copy affidavits in support, and affidavits in answer (if 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested, when application has been disposed 
- apply at once tothe Judge’s Clerk in Court for the return of 


ir papers. 


Points to be Noted. 


Company Law. 


Debentures—Condition as to Equities—Transferees Position.— 
Conditions endorsed on registered debentures provided that the 
moneys secured would be paid without regard to any equities between 
the company and the original and any intermediate holder thereof ; 
and that the regi-tered holders would be regarded as exclusively 
entitled to the benefit of the debentures and that the company should 
not be bound to register notice of any trust. The debenture created 
a charge on the company’s undertaking and all its property. A 
number of these debentures were held by S., who-transferred them to 
P. as trustee for the benefit of the creditors of 8., and P. was regis- 
tered as holder. 8. owed the company money, but neither the 
company nor the debenture-holders executed the creditor's deed. 
It was held that P. must bring into account the amount of the debt 
before he could share in property of the company distributable among 
the debenture-holders. —RE Brown & Grzcory (LIMITED) (Byrne, J., 
Feb. 27) (1904, 1 Ch. 627). 

Ultra Vires Act—Dividend Out of Capital—Position of Par- 
ticipant in Dividend.—A payment of dividend out of capital is an 
ultra vires act. A sharebolder, at any rate if suing on behalf of 
shareholders generally, can compel directors to restore to the coffers 
of the company the amount improperly paid—otherwise reduction of 
capital could be brought about without much trouble. But it seems 
that if the plaintiff has himself received part of the dividend, he 
cannot, while he retains the money, insist on the company’s rights to 
have the money replaced. Moreover, a doubt is expressed by the 
Court of Appeal whether he is in a better position if he repays the 
share he received even before he commences his action, but it is diffi- 
cult to. see why in such a case he should not be able to call on the 
directors to recover the rest of the improper dividend or pay the 
amount themselves.—ToWERS v. AFRICAN TuG Co, (1904, 1 Ch. 588, 
C,. A. March 1). 

Rectification of Register —Effect of Winding-up.—The courts’ 
power to rectify the register of members under section 35 of the 
Companies Act, 1862, is not, after winding up, confined to rectifica- 
tion for the purpose of settling the list of contributories, but is still 
exerciseable in any of the cases referred to in section 35 ; and the court 
may, when acting under that section, rectify retrospectively, imposing, 
if necessary, conditions to protect the rights of third parties. Where 
rectification is obtained in order that the applicant may dissent under 
section 161, the order for rectification does not invalidate the notices 
to members of a meeting to pass a resolution for voluntary winding 
up.—RE Sussex Brick Co. (Byrne, J., Feb. 12) (1904, 1 Ch. 598). 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 
CHARLES DUVAL & CO. (LIM.) v. GANS & PICK. Nor. 25th July, 


Practice — Writ—Servick ovr or JvRIspiction — OConTRACT WHICH, 
AccorRDING To THE TERMS THEREOF, OvuGHT TO BE PeRroRmMED Wirtnin 
THE JURISDICTION—OkrD. 11, x. 1 (8). 

This was an appeal from the order of Bucknill, J. The plaintiffs, who 
were an English company carrying on business as wine merchants, obtained 
leave ex parte under Ord. 11, r. 1 (e), to issue a writ for service out 
of the jurisdiction, and to serve notice thereof on the defendants, 
who were resident in the United States of America. The plaintiffs 
had appointed the defendants to be the sole agents for the sale of their 
champagnes in the United States. The contract of appointment, which 
was made in New York, contained various stipulations as to prices, &c., 
but was silent as to where payment of the price of the wines shipped by 
the plaintiffs was to be made by the defendants. The plaintiffs’ claim was 
for the price of wines shipped by them. The defendants applied to set aside 
the writ and the service on the ground that the contract was not one ‘‘which, 
according to terms thereof, ought to be performed within the jurisdiction.” 
Bucknill, J., dismissed the application, and the defendants appealed, 
ying on the case of Comber v. Leyland in the House of Lords (1898, A. C. 


rel 
524). 

Tue Court (Srrruive and Marnew, L.JJ.), dismissed the appeal, holding 
that the cases of Reynolds v. Coleman (35 W. R. 813, 36 Ch D. 453), Robdew v. 


Snaefell Mining Co. (36 W.R. 224, 20 Q. B. D. 152), and Rein v. Stein, (1892, 
1 Q B. 753), had not been overruled by Comber v. Leyland.—CovnszL, 
Arthur Powell, K.O., and Lincoln Reed; Norman Oraig. Soxicrrors, 
Wetherfield, Son, § Baines; Robert Rodgers. 

[Reported by F. G. Rucker, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


TREDWAY v. MACHIN. Not. 29th July. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—WeEEKLY TENANCY—DereEcTIvVE CONDITION OF 
Premises—PeERsonaL Insuries. 





Application by the defendant asking for judgment or new trial in an 
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action tried before Grantham, J., and a common jury. The action was 
brought by Mrs. Catherine Tredway, and she claimed damages for 

onal inquiries sustained through the alleged negligence of the 
defendant. The plaintiff’s husband had become the weekly tenant of 
a flat, of which the defendant was the lessee, in the Gray’s-inn-road, and 
happening to go out to the balcony to see if it was her husband who was 
ringing at the door, the stone floor gave way and she fell on the steps in 
front sustaining the injuries now claimed for. At the trial the jury 
found for the plaintiff, with £150 damages, and the learned judge 
entered judgment accordingly. The defendant appealed. For the 
defendant it was submitted that there was no evidence of any contract 
between the plaintiff's husband and the defendant that the latter should 
do any necessary repairs, while there was evidence that the landlord of the 
premises had done repairs a short time ago, at a cost of £200, to the 
premises, and that no one could account for the balcony having given way, 
as when tested after the repairs it appeared to be perfectly strong. Having 
had no notice to repair the balcony, and having no reason to suppose that 
it was not safe, the defendant was not liable, and Broggi v. Robins, 15 
Times L. R. 244, was relied on. 

Tue Covrr (Cottrins, M.R., and Strruinc and Martnew, L.JJ.), held 
that the evidence showed that no one had any idea of the defective state 
of the balcony. If, therefore, the plaintiff on a new trial established that 
there was an agreenient that the defendant should maintain the property 
in repair, there was no evidence that would justify the judge in finding 
that the defendant had made any default in fulfilling his contractual 
obligation, for he had no notice of any substantial defect in the balcony. 
It would be putting the parties to a useless expense were a new trial 
ordered, and therefore the verdict and judgment given for the plaintiff 
at the trial would be set aside and judgment instead entered for the 
defendant.—CotnseL, Ashton §& Clay; Cannot. So.icrtors, Hedges § 
Davis ; Judge §& Priestiey. 

| Reported by Ersktxe Rew, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re MACOUN, No. 2. 


Bankruptcy—PetitionInc Creprror—Dernt—Dest Dve tw A PartNer- 
sHip AcTION—DIssOLUTION OF PARTNERSHIP—APPOINTMENT OF RECEIVER 
—AssIGNMENT oF JupGMENT Dest—Recriver Suinc 1 His Name— 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 6. 

This was an appeal from a decision of Mr. Registrar Brougham. The 
facts were as follows: In 1901 the debtor was indebted to a firm of stock- 
brokers for a certain amount in respect of certain transactions entered 
into by him on the Stock Exchange. One of the partners in the said firm 
having died, according to their articles, the partnership was determined, 
and in 1902 the surviving partners assigned the partnership assets to one 
L. for the purpose of having the various matters connected with the 
partnership settled and its affairs wound up. Notice of this assignment 
was accordingly served upon the debtor. In November, 1902, the assignee 
L. obtained judgment against the debtor for the amount he owed 
the late firm, together with the costs. In 1903 an order was made, 
as the result of an action in the Chancery Division, for winding up 
the said partnership, whereby a Mr. P. was appointed the receiver 
of all the partnership assets, and in October, 1902, L. assigned the 
judgment debt due from the debtor to the late firmto P. In November, 
1903, the leave of the court to issue execution on the judgment was 
obtained. In January, 1904, a bankruptcy notice was served upon the 
debtor for this judgment debt. He refused to comply with this, and 
accordingly a bankruptcy petition was presented by P., the surviving 
partners of the firm, and the personal representatives of the deceased 
partner. The amount claimed was £695 9s. 5d. The debtor disputed the 
making of any such order, alleging that the petitioning creditors had not 
got a good debt, and that P. could not, by section 6 of the Bankruptcy 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), present such a petition, and he relied on 
the principle in Re Sacker, Ex parte Sacker (37 W. R. 204, 22 Q. B. D. 179). 
The registrar disallowed the objection, and made the receiving order. 
The debtor appealed. 

Tue Court (Vavenan Wititams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vaveuan Wriuiams, L.J.—In my judgment this appeal fails. There is 
undoubtedly a good deal in Lord Esher’s judgment in the case of Re 
Sacker which does positively assert that in the hypothetical case he puts 
a receiver will not be entitled to become a petitioning creditor because he 
does not come within the description of petitioning creditor in section 
6. [His lordship read Lord Esher’s remarks on p. 182.] Now I 
do not think that the words used there go very far to cover the 
on of counsel for the appellant in this case, but it is not 

y necessary for us, as the question in the Court of Appeal in that case 
was whether a receiver having a title to sue at law could be a petitioning 
ereditor. From the report it is plain that it appeared to all the lords 
justices that the position was such that it was impossible for a receiver to 
es action to recover a debt either at law or equity. The receiver could 
not be a good petitioning creditor. Look at Fry, L.J.’s, judgment. He begins 
by saying that a receiver could not maintain an action either at law or 
equity. Under the circumstances it seems to me that we ought not to 

hold that this case is an authority for the proposition that the receiver is a 

good petitioning creditor, even though the circumstances shew he can sue. 

In the case before us the receiver happens to be the assignee of a judg- 

ment, and, therefore, he can be a good petitioning creditor, even though 

the money may be recovered to enable the court to deal withit in the 
partnership action. The appeal should be dismissed. 

Romer, L.J.—I agree. 

Cozens-Hanpy, L.J.—I agree.—Counsei, BE. W. Hansell ; Muir Mackenzie. 
Soxicrtons, J. K. Torkington ; Willis & Willis. 


22nd July. 


Re THE CHURCH PATRONAGE TRUST. LAWRIE v. THE ATTORNRy. 
GENERAL. No2z2. 28th July. 


Apvowson—Cnanity—Witt—Trvsr to Present Fir anp Provs Pgpgpy 
N, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Buckley, J. (reported 52 W, Rp 
106). An application was made, under section 8 of the Mortmain anj 
Charitable Uses Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vic. c. 73), by the trustees of th 
Church Patronage Trust, that the court might sanction their retaining th 
advowson of the vicarage of the Church of Batlesford, otherwise Battisfo, 
in the county of Suffolk, coming to them under the codicil to the will o 
Louisa Woodcock, and a subsequent deed of appointment. The appli. 
cation was made on the assumption that the advowson had been thereby 
assured ‘‘to or for the benefit of a charitable use’’ within the meanj 
of section 5 of that Act. By the codicil, dated the 18th of August, 190) 
to her will, the testatrix devised the advowson to such uses as her three 
sisters or the survivors of them should, ‘‘ within twenty-one years fromthe 
date of the testatrix’s decease, appoint, for the purpose of carrying out the 
express wish of my late husband that the said advowson should be made 
over to and vested in the Church Patronage Trust Society by all lawfy 
means, but if the said society decline to accept the said patronage, the 
said advowson and perpetual presentation shall belong to my said three 
sisters as joint tenants in fee simple.’’ The testatrix died on the 14th of 
May, 1902, and by the deed of appointment, which was dated the 14th of 
February, 1903, the advowson was appointed and confirmed unto and 
with the use of the trustees of the Church Patronage Trust, their heirs and 
assigns. And it was thereby agreed that the trustees, and the persons 
deriving title under them, should stand possessed of the advowson, upon 
the trusts and subject to the powers, so far as applicable, comprised in and 
forming the ninth schedule to an indenture of the 21st of December, 
1871. The last-named indenture was the trust deed of the Church 
Patronage Trust. ‘The trusts contained in the niuth schedule were, so far 
as they are material, as follows: (1) Upon trust that, from time to time, as 
often as the said vicarage and parish church of shall become 
vacant by the death, resignation, deprivation, or cession of the 
incumbent, or otherwise, the trustees for the time being of thes 
presents do and shall nominate, appoint, and present to the same 
vicarage and parish church such fit and pious person of godly 
life and conversation, being in holy orders, capable of accepting 
and holding the same, as the trustees for the time being of these 
presents, or the major part in number of them, shall determine upon. 
(4) That only such persons shall be eligible to the office of trustees as 
shall be, or shall be well known or reputed to be, of godly life and 
conversation, and shall profess themselves members of the Established 
Church of England, and shall be known to be zealously attached to the 
great principles of the reformed faith contained in the Liturgy and Articles 
of the said Established Church.’”? This summons was taken out within a 
year from the death of the testatrix. When it was first heard, the year 
had expired. It was apprehended that, assuming the devise and appoint- 
ment to have been charitable, the advowson had then, by the operation of 
section 6 of the Mortmain and Charitable Uses Act, vested in the Official 
Trustee of Charity Lands. Buckley, J., decided that, the trust being only 
to do what every owner of an advowson was bound to do, no charitable 
trust was thereby constituted. The plaintiff appealed. 


The Court (VaucHAN Wititams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ,), 
dismissed the appeal. 

Vavucadn Wittiams, L.J.—I think the judgment of Buckley, J., must 
be affirmed. All we have to decide here is this: We have a disposition by 
will which clearly would be invalid by reason of the law against perpetuities 
unless it can be brought within the exception of a charitable trust, and the 
only question is whether the dispositions contained in the will of the 
testatrix are such as to fall within a charitable trust. I agree with every 
word that Buckley, J., has said in this case. The testatrix here has not 
brought into a fund any property as to which she declares a new trust. 
All that she has done is to declare that in respect of the advowson the 
persons appointed shall have certain qualifications. Lut when we look to 
see what these qualifications are, they are only the qualifications which the 
patron must require whenever there is an appointment to a living. In the 
first place, therefore, this seems to me, as Buckley, J., has pointed 
out, a strong reason why this should not be considered a charitable 
trust. The testatrix has done nothing to increase the obligations which 
existed in respect of the advowson for the patron, whoever he might 
be, for the time being. Now, the next observation that one makes 
with regard to this alleged charitable trust is that there is no ces 
que trust. It is not like a trust in favour of the parishioners of & 
particular parish. It is a trust without a cestui que trust, and it is 
trust which is only another way of describing an existing duty 
which is imposed by the law upon persons holding this class of property. 
And I wish to add in passing that, although I asked in the course of the 
argument whether the recognition of a trust in favour of parishioners was 
not an authority for the proposition that you might create a charitable 
trust where that which was provided for wa the better choice of at 
incumbent, the answer given to me was a perfectly sound one, that 
although possibly you may get a better choice if the parson has to be 
elected by the parishioners, that was not the reason why the Jaw has 
recognised such trusts in favour of parishioners as charitable trusts. The 
reason is that the law has recognised such trusts as charitable in respect of 
property of every kind, and that is clearly laid down in Re St. Stephen 
Coleman-street (36 W. R. 837, 39 Ch. D. 492). Here there is no such case 
If there is a trust at all, it is a trust without a cestui que trust. It seems 0 
me that on both grounds there is great difficulty in this case in saying thst 
there is a charitable trust. It was urged that this might be a chari 
trust because it tended to the better choice of an incumbent, and the 





Reported by A. BR. Taytove, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, | 


proposition in the judgment of Lord Macnaghten in Commissioners of Inem 
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Tar v. Pemsel (1891, A. C., at p. 583), was relied on. With regard to that, 
some people may think that to try and prevent advowsons being vested in 
private individuals, and to vest them in bodies of people specially qualified 
to make a selection, is a good thing, and some people may think it a bad : 
put it isimpossible to say it is a trust for the advancement of religion so 
jong as the law regards advowsons as private property. I do not, of 
course, mean to suggest that it is impossible for an advowson to be vested 
in trustees for a charity ; all that I say is that the mere fact of an intention 
to create acharitable trust by improving the choice of persons to whom 
the living is presented is not sufficient to constitute this a charity. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect. —CounseL, Levett, K.C., and Barlow; Sir R. B Finlay, A.G., and 
R. J. Parker; Vaughan Hawkins. So.tcrrors, Bridges, Sawtell, § Co. ; 
Solicitor to the Treasury. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriratixa, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re WILLIAM WATSON & CO. Ex parte ATKIN BROTHERS. No. 2. 

22nd and 29th July. 

Bankruptcy — Truster 1N Bankruptcy —Goops Lent as Sampies — 
“ RepuTED OwneERSHIP’’—In Possession or Denror BY PERMISSION’ OF 
TRUE OwNER—Banxkrvptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 44. 
This was an appeal from a decision of Wright, J., sitting in bankruptcy. 

The facts were as follows: A motion was brought by Messrs. Atkin 
Brothers, of Charterhouse-street, Holborn-circus, silversmiths and electro- 
platers, against the trustee in bankruptcy of the firm of Messrs. Watson 
& Co., bankers, of Waterloo-place, Regent-street, who were also shipping 
and commission agents, and whose affairs were being administered in 
bankruptcy, for a declaration that certain goods which the applicants had 
deposited with the bankrupts for the purpose of being exhibited at their 
offices in Waterloo-place might be declared to belong to or be delivered up 
to them by the trustee, or that the trustee should be ordered to pay to the 
applicants the value of the goods—viz., £23 4s. 3d Messrs. Watson & o. 
were also army agents, and had a large clientcle in India. On the 2nd of 
June, 1903, they wrote to Messrs. Atkin Brothers a letter suggesting that 
they (Messrs. Atkin Brothers) should forward some samples to them 
for the purpose of being exhibited in a showcase at their offices 
in Waterloo-place, Pall Mall, so that customers of theirs as bankers 
might see the samples and order goods from Messrs. Atkin through them. 
Pursuant to this suggestion, on the 10th of June, Messrs. Atkin Brothers 
sent the goods in question to the offices of the bankrupts, there to be 
exhibited as samples for the customers of the bankrupts to see, and from 
which they could make purchases. The value of the goods so sent was 
£23 4s, 3d. At the same time there was also sent a statement shewing 
what were the various trade prices of the goods which corresponded to 
the samples. On the 11th of July the bankrupts acknowledged the 
receipt of the samples. The goods in question were certain silver and 
electroplated articles. Subsequently, from time to time, orders were 
received by Messrs. Atkin Brothers from the bankrupts, requesting them 
to supply goods corresponding with the samples. On the 7th of August, 
the bankrupts wrote to Messrs. Atkin Brothers, calling their attention to a 
slight discoloration on the plate in their case, and asking whether they 
should retain it any longer. On hearing of the financial difficulties of the 
firm of Messrs. Watson & Co., Messrs. Atkin Brothers at once wrote to 
the trustee in bankruptcy of the debtors, demanding the return of the 
goods, and received a reply that the same were ‘‘in the order and disposi- 
tion of the bankrupt,’’ and therefore passed to the trustee, whorefused to 
returnthem. Messrs. Atkin Brothers stated that they were never invoiced 
to the bankrupts, but were simply lent to them as samples of goods 
manufactured by themselves. The trustees in bankruptcy claimed them 
as part of the property of the bankrupts within section 44 of the Bank- 
tuptcy Act, 1883, as ‘‘ being at the commencement of the bankruptcy in 
the possession, order, or disposition of the bankrupts in their trade or 
business, by the consent and permission of the true owners, under such 
circumstances that they are the reputed owners thereof.”” The matter 
having come before Wright, J., on the above-named motion, it was refused, 
and Messrs. Atkin Brothers appealed. 

Tae Courr (VaAvGHAN Writrams, Romer, and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ.), 

allowed the appeal. 

_Vauenan Wiis, L.J., read the judgment of the court.—The ques- 

tion in this case is whether, at the commencement of the bankruptcy, 

certain goods were ‘‘ in the possession, order, or disposition of the bank- 

tupt in his trade or business by the consent or permission of the true 
owner under such circumstances that he was reputed owner thereof.’’ In 
our opinion it is essential, before a court can hold that one man’s goods 
are to be taken to pay another man’s debts because of the reputation of 
ownership of the bankrupt, that the goods should be held and dealt with 
by the bankrupt in such manner and under such circumstances that the 

reputation of ownership must arise. We think that the cases of Load v. 

Green (15 M. & W. 216) and Smih v. Hudson (9 Soxacrrors’ Journat 674, 

13 W. R. 683,13 L. J. Q B. 145, 15) fully establish this proposition. 

(His lordship referred to Blackburn, J.’s, remarks in his judgment in 

Smithy. Hudson.| The doctrine of reputed ownership was first embodied 

in the Bankruptcy Act, 21 Jac. 1. It has been couched in various words 

in the successive bankruptcy statutes, but this principle has run through 
them all, and the statement of Lord Redesdale in Joy v. Campbell (1 Sch. 

& L, 328, 336), a case which has been approved and acted on again and 


see Belcher v. Bellamy (1 Exch. 303), Hamilton v. Bell (3 
that the 


- R. 62, 10 Exch, 545), and many other cases, 
true owner must have unconscientiously permitted the goods to 
remain in the order or disposition of the bankrupt, justifies this | 


hatement. This does not mean, as we understand it, that he must 
ve intended that false credit should be obtained by the bankrupt’s 





apparent possession of the goods, but it does at least mean that the true 
owner of the goods must bave consented to a state of things from which he 
must have known, if he had considered the matter, that the inference of 
ownership by the bankrupt must (observe not “‘ might,”’ or ‘‘ might not ’’) 
arise : see Hamilton v. Bell (vid. sup.), Gibson v. Bray (8 Taunt. 76), Ex parte 
Bright, Re Smith (23 Soricrrors’ Journat 276, 27 W. R. 385, 10 Ch. D. 
566). The question for us is, then, Did Messrs. Atkin consent to the 
possession by the bankrupts, Messrs. Watson, under such circumstances 
that customers were entitled to assume that Messrs. Watson were the 
owners of the goods in their trade or business? Now it is obvious that in 
deciding this question as to the consent of the true owner one cannot leave 
out of consideration the true relation of the parties. The parties were 
not in fact vendors and purchasers, they were in fact principals and agents 
[his lorship referred to Sir G. Jessel’s remarks in Ez parte Bright). Now 
what are the circumstances of the case? The correspondence makes it clear 
that Messrs. Watson received the goods as — or patterns, and that they 
were not stocking the goods as their own. goods were obviously to 
remain at the risk of Messrs. Atkin, and Messrs. Watson undertook to return 
them if they became tarnished. Messrs. Watson were in fact describ-d in 
their business as ‘‘ bankers and agents.”’ The fact that they are described 
as agents is not, however, conclusive, because the evidence may shew that 
in truth and in fact they were dealing with these goods as though they 
were owners dealing with the goods as owners in their own business with 
the consent of Messrs. Atkin, see Ex parte White (15 Soxrcrrors’ JovrNaL 
383 ; 19 W. R. 488; L. R. 6 Ch. App. 397), but it is an element which 
cannot be left out of consideration in dealing with the question what were 
the circumstances under which Messrs. Atkin consented that the bankrupts 
should have possession of these goods. We do not think that this is a case 
in which the true owners of the goods by their unconscientious conduct or 
‘laches’? had acquiesced in the bankrupts so dealing with the goods as 
to allow them to hold themselves out as the owners of the goods or induce 
customers to presume such ownership. With regard to the judgment of 
Wright, J., although he said that, apart from the case of Sharman v. Mason 
(44 Soutcrrors’ Journat 26; 48 W. R. 142; [1899] 2Q. B. 679, he held 
that these goods were in the reputed ownership of Messrs. Watson, yet 
the principal ground of his judgment is the decision in that case, and he 
gave leave to appeal because he said that Sharman v. Mason may require 
consideration. We do not think that Wright, J., rightly understood the 
decision in Sharman vy. Mason. He said that Sharman v. Mason bad laid 
down that wherever goods are in the possession of a bankrupt for the pur- 
pose of trade or business they are in the reputed eT of the bank- 
rupt irrespective of whether there is or is not a power of sale. But we 
do not think that the decision means that. Certainly under the old law 
the question of reputed ownership was a question of fact in each case and 
we do not think that the alteration of the words in the Act of 1869 ‘‘ being 
a trader’ into the words as they appear in the Act of 1883 “‘ in his trade 
or business’ has made any difference in this respect. We think that 
this appeal ought to be allowed with costs. 

Romer and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—CovnseL, Rawlinson, 
K.C., and Muir Mackenzie ; H. Reed, K.C., and Edward Clayton. Soxicrrors, 
E. J. De Bursatte ; Rising § Ravenscroft. 

[Reported by A. R. Taytour, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re CLABBON (AN INFANT). Farwell, J. 26th July. 


Poor Law—Pavrer Inrant—Cost or Maryrenance—Sratvre or Lora- 
TIoNs—Poor Law AMENDMENT Act, 1849 (12 & 13 Vicr. c. 103), s. 16. 


Adjourned summons. The infant, Frederick William Clabbon, became 
chargeable to the guardians of the poor for St. Mary’s, Islington, on the 
29th of June, 1897. From that time up to the date of this summons the 
said guardians had maintained him at the cost of £13 perannum. On the 
5th of July, 1903, the said infant became entitled, under the will of his 
grandfather, William Clabbon, to a legacy of £100, and to a one-third 
share in the testator’s residuary estate, amounting together to a sum of £270. 
The clerk to the guardians, suing as next friend of the infant, took out this 
summons, asking that the sum of £83, being the amount expended by the 
guardians on the infant since the 29th of June, 1897, might be paid to 
them by the executor of the said will. The executor contended that the 











amount that the s could recover was limited to tne cost 
of one year’s maintenance by section 16 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 
1849, which provides as follows: ‘‘ Where any pauper shall have in his 
possession, or belonging to him, any money, or valuable security for money, 
the guardians of the union or parish within which such pauper is charge- 
able may take and appropriate so much of such money or the produce of 
such security, or recover the same as a debt before any local court as will 
reimburse the said guardians for the amount expended by them, whether on 
behalf of the common fund or of any parish, in relief of such pauper, during 
the period of twelve months prior to such taking and appropriation or prior 
to such proceeding for the recovery thereof, as the case may be.’’ It was 
contended, on behalf of the clerk of the guardians, that the common law 
principle applied, and that the cost of six years’ maintenance was recover- 
able, Re Rhodes (38 W. R. 385, 44 Ch. D. 94), and that the remedies given 
t «guardians of the poor by section 16 of the Poor Law Amendment Act, 
1849, were in addition to and not in substitution for their common law 
rights. West Ham Union v. Pearson (62 L. T. 633, 38 W. R. Dig. 49), was 





also cited. On behalf of the executor it was submitted that, under 
section 16 of the said Act, the guardian’s right of recovery for maintenance 
was limited to one year. Re Webster (27 Ch. D. 710), and Re N "s 


Estate (36 Ch. D. 477), were cited. : 
Farweut, J., in giving judgment said: This case is covered by the 
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authorities that have been cited. I do not think that a pauper gets 
provision for keeping him alive, as of right, so that he cannot be sued if he 
subsequently gets money. The general rule is that an infant is liable for 
necessaries supplied to him for six years and it is suggested that section 16 
ofthe Poor Law Amendment Act of 1849 limits this liability to one year. 
It is difficult to imagine why this should be so. and the words of the 
statute will not bear that construction; the section gives the guardians 
additional remedies and leaves their common law rights untouched. It 
would require special words to limit these rights. If it had not been for 
the dictum of Chitty, L.J., in Re Newhegin (36 Ch. D. 477), it would not 
have been open to doubt. That dictwn was not necessary for the point to 
be decided in that case, which was decided under another Act of Parlia- 
ment, and it is not binding on me. The result is that the executor of the 
will of William Clabbon must pay to the clerk of the guardians the sum 
asked for.—Covunset, Davey; Paterson. Soricrrors, Samuel Price § Sons ; 
Crossfield, Cushing, §& Wheldon. 





Reported by H. Wotcotr Warver, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


High Court—King’s Bench Division. | 


MAYOR, &c., OF HAMPSTEAD ». MIDLAND RAILWAY CO. Bighan, J. | 
Ist and 2nd August. 





Loca, Government—New Srreet—Pavinc Exprenses—‘‘ Owner ’?—Srrip 
or Lanp ActvaLty ABUTTING TO BE Fencep Orr AND PLANTED a8 
OrNAMENTAL GARDEN—Mertropotis ManaGement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 
Vict. c. 120), ss. 105, 250—Mrtrorotis Manacement (AMENDMENT) Act, 
1862 (25 & 26 Vict. c. 102), s. 77. 

Special case. The dispute between the parties was as to the liability of 
the defendants to the plaintiffs to contribute to the estimated expenses of 
paving a certain portion of a ‘‘new street,’ known as Westbere-road, in 
the metropolitan borough of Hampstead. By the Midland Railway Act, 
1900 (63 & 64 Vict. c. 143), certain additional powers were conferred upon 
the defendant company under which they acquired a strip of land, which 
was bounded on one side by the railway and on the other by the road in 
question. By section 18 (i) the company were only to use this land for the 
purpose of a siding for empty passenger trains, and by sub-section 2 it was 
provided that ‘‘ the company shall acquire all the land of the owners up to 
Westbere-road, and shall leave a strip of land 20 feet wide along the 
whole length of such Westbere-road, and shall at their own expense plant 
and maintain the same with shrubs and trees to the reasonable satisfaction 
of the owners, and shall at the like expense, and to the like satisfaction 
fence off the said lands from Westbere-road by an open, unclimbable iron 
fence seven feet high, such planting and fencing to be carried out within 
one year from the company obtaining possession of such lands, and to be 
maintained by the company.’’ The word ‘‘owners’’ in the above section 
was elsewhere defined as the vendor, Mr. P. H. G. Powell-Cotton and his 
trustees. The plaintiffs contended that the defendants were the ‘‘ owners ”’ 
of the land ** bounding or abutting’’ on Westbere-road, within the 
meaning of sections 105 and 250 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, 
and section 77 of the Act of 1862, and claimed from them as the apportioned 
expenses £1,200. The defendants denied liability, and contended that the 
planted and fenced strip of land was not land bounding or abutting on 
the new street withinthe meaning of section 77 of the Act of 1862, and, 
further, that it was subject in perpetuity to the burden of public or 
private rights which deprived it of all beneficial value to them, and therefore 
that they were not the ‘‘owner”’ as defined by section 250 of the 
Metropolis Management Act, 1855, and could not be called upon to 
contribute. 

Bicuam, J., held that the planted strip of land abutting on the new road 
was deprived of beneficial value to the defendants by reason of the agree- 
ment existing between the vendor and themselves for the protection of the 
former. It was placed extra commercium only by an agreement between 
the parties, which could be waived by the party for whose benefit it was 
enacted, so as to render the acts of the perzons disregarding it legal. It 
might therefore, at any time become capable of yielding a profit, and the 
defendants must be regarded as the owners who would so receive the same 
if such lands or premises were let at a rack-rent, and were therefore liable 
to contribute He accordingly entered judgment for the plaintiffs, but 
granted a stay if the defendants entered an appeal within ten days.— 
CounseL, Macmorran, K.C., and Courthope Munro ; Montague Lush, K.C., and 
William Willis. Soxtcrrors, Arthur P. Johnson, Town Clerk, Hampstead ; 
Beale & Co. 

[Reported by Erskine Reip, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


RYAN (Suppliant) v. THE KING. Bigham, J. ist August. 


Petition or Right—Army Nerstinc Service —Nvurse—Pension—Retirep 
aT 48—Cram To Serve unper THE Crown UNTIL SUPERANNUATED AT 
60—Ricut or Crown to Teuminate Employment or Servant at WILL. 


This was a claim by petition of right by Miss Elizabeth Ryan, formerly a 
superintendent nurse in the Army Nursing Service, against the Crown for 
compensation, on the ground that she had been prevented from serving under | 
the Crown until she was 60 years of age. The facts were stated thus: Miss | 
Ryan joined the Army Nursing Service in 1885, and in June, 1901, she was 
promoted to the position of Nursing Superintendent. A new army | 
nursing service was established under the title of Queen Alexandra’s | 
Imperial Nursing Service, and the old service was absorbed. In October, 
1902, Miss Ryan received from the Matron-in-Chief of Queen Alexandra’s 
Imperial Nursing Service notice to send in an application for an appoint- 
ment in the new service, which she did. In reply to her application Miss 
Ryan was offered an appointment which she considered was inferior to 








| his predecessor in title had planted the hedge forty years ago; that theash 





that which she held in the old service, and she refused it. In the result | such plots was t 
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Miss Ryan was retired at the age of 48 on a pension of £34 a year, 
Ryan now said that under the terms of her employment she was entitle 
to serve the Crown until she was superannuated at 60 years, when she 
would be entitled to a pension larger than the one now grantej 
her, as the pension increased with each year of service. Her case was that 
the nursing sisters and the nursing staff in the Army were not boung 
either by the decisions which applied to the military service or by the 
regulations dealing with the civil service. In the a!ternative she gyb. 
mitted that her services had not been properly terminated by the Crown, 
For the Crown it was submitted that all military and civil servants held 
their appointments at the pleasure of the Crown, and that Miss Ryan's 
services had been properly terminated. 


Bicuam, J., held that Miss Ryan’s appointment, being one subject to the 
pleasure of the Crown, could be terminated by the Crown at will, and he 
considered on the evidence that it had been so terminated. He accord. 
ing!y dismissed the petition, and as the Crown did not ask for costs, made 
no order as to costs.—CounsgEL, Poyser ; Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and Sutton, 
Soricrtors, Layton §& Webber ; The Treasury Solicitor. 


[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 






















Bankruptcy Cases. 
Re L. SOLOMONS. Ex parte THE BANKRUPT. Bigham, J. 2nd Aug, 


Bankruptcy—PracticE—Recorp or Meetincs or ComMMITTEE oF Inspr: 
TION—CLaim BY Bankrupt To Inspect Entries 1x Recorp—Banxrvprey 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vict. c. 52), s. 80. 

Application by the bankrupt for an order that he be permitted to inspect 
all records of minutes of the committee of inspection and copies of letters 
addressed to creditors and others by the trustee. In this case the trustee 
had been released and the records in question had passed into the 
custody of the official receiver. The bankrupt originally applied to 
the official receiver to be allowed to see one minute of the 23 
of February, 1899. The official receiver allowed him to see this 
entry as a favour, pointing out that he did not consider the bankrupt had 
any legal right to inspect the record. The bankrupt, not having found 
what he wanted in the minute he was allowed to see, asked the official 
receiver to allow him to search the entire record of minutes, letters, and 
other papers. The official receiver refused to accede to this demand, 
whereupon the bankrupt made the present application, supported by an 
affidavit from which it appeared that his object was to obtain material on 
which to found charges against the trustee in the bankruptcy. The 
application was opposed upon the ground that it was contrary to the 
practice of the court, and that avery dangerous precedent would be estab- 
lished if it were held that a bankrupt is entitled to access to the minutes 
of his committee of inspection. It was also pointed out that section 80 of 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, which directs the trustee to keep this record, 
only says: ‘‘ Any creditor of the bankrupt may, subject to the control of 
the court, personally or by his agent inspect any such books,”’ and is 
silent as to any right of inspection by the bankrupt. 

Bicuam, J., dismissed the application, holding that the order asked for 
was contrary to the established practice of the court, and that there were 
no exceptional circumstances in the case which would justify a departure 
from that practice. The object of the bankrupt appeared to be the taking 
of proceedings against the trustee, and the court would not depart from 
the usual practice in order to help him to do so.—CounseL, Muir Mackenzie 
§ Francke ; the bankrupt in person. Soxicrror, Solicitor to the Board of Trade. 

[Reported by P. M. Francxe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 









































County Courts 


SPEED v. MONEY AND MUSSON. Holbeach County Court. Before His 
Honour judge Sir George Sherston Baker, Bart. 9th July. 


TrwpeR—OwnersHip or Trex Growing Near Bounpary or ADJOINING 
Lanp. 


The claim was for £8 damages for entering plaintiff’s garden at Whap- 
lode Drove and cutting down an ash tree, which the defendants converted 
to their own use. The plaintiff and the defendant Money were owners of 
two adjoining plots of land fronting a high road and separated by a hedge, 
at the end of which, furthest from the road, grew an ash tree of consider- 
able age, probably sixty to seventy years. The defendant Musson was the 
person who felled and removed the ash tree, which his employers had 
purchased from the defendant Money. The title of the plaintiff and the 
defendant Money to their respective plots was admitted, and the only 
points at issue were (a) on whose land the ash tree stood, and (4) the amount 
of damages. Evidence was given on behalf of the plaintiff to prove that 















tree was then apparently in its present position? that, prior to the hedge 
being planted, a ‘“‘dead fence’ of plaited willow formed the boundary; 
that a man named Ashwell, who was a tenant of the plaintiff's 
predecessor in title, trimmed the tree twenty-six yeam 
ago; that both the hedge and the tree had frequently beep 
trimmed by men other than Ashwell employed by the plaintiff and bis 
predecessors in title for many years ; and that the plaintiff’s tenants had, 
when they wished, used the hedge for drying linen. For the defence 
formal evidence was given that the plaintiffs and defendant Money’s plots 
were both awarded in 1819 under the Whaplode Enclosure Act, the 
boundary between them being shewn in the map annexed to the award # 
a curved line; and that by the award one half of the ‘‘ fence’’ betwee 
o be made and maintained by each owner. Evidence W# 
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given that there was formerly a gripple or ditch, which was a continuation 
ofa dike, at the rear of both plots. This gripple bad been ured by the 
intiff and his tenants to drain the gardens and pigstyes, all of which 
d towards it, and it was argued that this was the original fence. The 
curved gripple or ‘‘ fence,’’ on entering the dike, formed an angle in which 
the ash tree originally stood, the tree being on the defendants’ side of the 
joint fence. The Ordnance Survey Map, in which the tree was clearly 
shewn on the defendants’ side of the boundary, was referred to on the 
authority of Caton v. Hamilton (53 J. P. 504), not as evidence of title, but 
as shewing the position of the boundary line and consequently that of the 
tree in 1886. The curved line of the hedge, as shewn in the Ordnance 
Survey Map, and as existing when the tree was felled, corresponded with 
the curved line in the Enclosure-Award Map. Evidence was given that 
the tree many years ago stood slightly further on the defendant Money’s 
land, being then in a direct line with the brink of the dike, whereas for some 
ears it had been somewhat more on the plaintiff’s land. The survey: rs on 
poth sides agreed that the roots still extended into the land of both parties, 
there being probably more roots on the plaintiff’s land than on that of the 
defendant Money. Witnesses were called to prove that the hedge had 
been trimmed on both sides frequently by the defendant Money and his 
predecessors in title as well as by the plaintiff, and that Ashwell, when he 
trimmed the tree, was the servant of the defendants’ predecessor though 
the tenant of the plaintiff's predecessor in title, and that he had instruc- 
tions from neither owner, but acted solely on his own initiative. The case 
of Holder v. Coates (M. & M. 112, 31 R. R. 724), was relied upon by the 
defence. It was proved that the tree was sold by the defendant Money to 
the defendant Musson’s employers for £2, and it was admitted that no 
notice was given to the defendants of the plaintiff’s claim to the tree or 
objection to its removal. 

His Honovr, in giving judgment, said: I find that this ash tree was 
originally planted on land now belonging to the defendant Money that it 
has gradually moved its position through the subsidence of the bank of 
the dike on or near which it was planted, and that the trunk was, when 
cut down, wholly on the plaintiff’s land; but as a small portion of the 
roots of the tree were still growing on the defendants’ land when it was 
cut down, the tree, on the authority of Holder v. Coates (M. & M. 112, 31 
R. R. 724), remained the property of the defendant Money. I give judg- 
ment for the defendants, but I allow no costs owing to the great doubt 
which must reasonably have existed in the minds of both parties. His 
Honour subsequently said that the case was a most unusual one, and he hoped 
it might be reported, only one similar case having come under his notice— 
viz., in Somersetshire, where a tree slipped some little distance down a 
bank from the land of one owner into the field of another.—So icrrors, 
R. P. Mossop, Holbeach; J. H. Dennis, Wisbech. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. Carver, K.C., has been elected a Bencher of the Honourable Society 
of Lincoln’s-inn in succession to the late Sir William Rattigan, K.C. 


Mr. Justice Bicxam has been appointed President of the Railway Com- 
mission. 

Messrs. L. Morton Brown, W. H. Cray, F. B. FrrzRoy Cowrrr, F. 
Frrzcrratp, E. A. Owen, T. H. Mappy, J. R. V. Marcnant, W. E. 
Mirenousr, W. H. Nasu, F. W. Suenwoop, and P. Howarp Smita, 
Barristers-at-Law, have been appointed Revising Barristers on the Oxford 
Circuit for the ensuing year. 


Information Required. 


Mrs. Emity Covey, deceased.—The above-named, the wife of Edward 
Rogers Covey, late of of Muir Lodge, Mayfield, Sussex, died on the 28th 
of October, 1903. Any person having any Will of the deceased, or knowing 
of the whereabouts of the same, will oblige by communicating with Messrs. 
Saunders, Bradbury, & Saunders, of 37, Temple-row, Birmingham. 


Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Wim Epwarp Maxsn, James Carstack Catvert, and Ricnarp Henry 
Leecn, Solicitors, Doctor Nook, Leigh, Lancashire (Marsh, Son, & Calvert). 
June 30. The said William Edward Marsh retiring from the firm. The 
said James Capstack Calvert and Richard Heury Lee, will continue the 
said practice under the style or firm of Marsh, Son, & Calvert. 


Wiiuram Epwarp Henry Jennincsand Watrer Francis Currey, Solicitors 
Driffield, and 3, Gray’s-inn-place. Gray’s-inn, London (Ullithorne, Currey, 
& Jennings), June 20. ‘The said William Henry Edward Jennings will con- 
tinue to carry on the same on his own account at Driffield aforesaid, under 
the style or tirm of William E. H. Jennings. The said Walter Francis 
as y will continue to carry on the London business on his own account 

3, Gray’s-inn-place, Gray’s-inn, aforesaid, uader the style or firm of 
Ullithorne & Co. 


General. 


It is announced that Mr. Justice H. B. Brown, of the Suprem 
. " * e Court of 
the United States, has arrived in London from America. ~ ' 





On er Royal Assent was given to the Finance Act, the Surrey 

Commercial k, the London and India Docks Company, the Metro- 

—_ District Railway, and the Bournemouth Corporation (Tramways) 
ets. 


It is announced that the chambers of Mr. Justice Buckley and Mr. 
Justice Warrington will be open for Chancery Vacation business on 
Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday, and Friday in every week during the 
Long Vacation from 10 to 2 o’clock. 


In charging the grand jury at the Portsmouth Quarter Sessions on 
Tuesday, Mr. Radcliffe, K.C., said that he did not know whether it took 
less to make people drunk in Portsmouth, or whether there were greater 
facilities there to get drunk, but he had never seen depositions which had 
drink written so plainly on every page. 

At the Birmingham Assizes, on Tuesday, Henry Edwin Parry, solicitor, 
son of the late Mr. Registrar Parry, of Birmingham, was convicted of 
sending threatening letters to Mr. G. J. Johnson. solicitor, and ex-Mayor 
of Birmingham. Mr. Johnson was a friend of Mr. Registrar Parry, and 
acted as executor under his will. The prisoner, it is stated, wrote a 
violent letter alleging improper administration of the estate. The prisoner, 
who pleaded irresponsibility owing to ill-health, was sentenced to six 
months’ imprisonment in the second division, 

In reply to a question in the House of Commons by Sir T. Dewar, 
whether, seeing that the number of judges in the King’s Bench Division 
leaves no margin or reserve whatever for illness or temporary absence, the 
Government will consider the advisability of increasing the number, the 
Prime Minister, in a printed reply, says :—‘‘ I am advised that the power— 
which is exercised whenever required—of appointing Commissioners of 
Assize, affords just such relief as the question suggests, and such a 
Commissioner is acting at the present time. I also understand that the 
state of business does not call for any other help.”’ 


A Welsh stipendiary magistrate recently, says a writer in the County 
Gentleman, had a motoring case upon his list for trial. On the night before 
it was due to come on, he was staying at a place twenty-five miles from 
where the court was held, and upon that particular morning, as ill-luck 
would have it, he happened also to have wandered unusually far away into 
the land of dreams. So when he returned to the land of practical things, 
there was rather a hurry to get to the scene of his judicial duties. He 
adopted the expedient of hiring a motor-car, and, surely without driving 
to the danger of the public, accomplished the twenty-five miles well inside 
the hour, and arrived at the court in excellent time to fine the other reck- 
less driver £5 for exceeding the speed limit. 


‘‘ Adjacent ”’ is, says the Globe, the latest word to enjoy the honour of 
judicial interpretation. A bridge was constructed in New Zealand under 
an Act that enabled the Council of the district in which the bridge was 
built to call upon the council of any adjacent district to contribute to the 
cost. The Supreme Court of New Zealand decided that a district over 
six miles from the bridge was ‘‘ adjacent’ within the meaning of the Act, 
and the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council have declined, after an 
argument, to disturb their decision. Sir Acthur Wilson, who delivered 
the judgment of the Judicial Committee, truly observed that ‘‘ adjacent”’ 
is not a word to which a precise and uniform meaning is attached. A 
reference to Mr. Stroud’s ‘‘ Judical Dictionary ’’ will shew that the House 
of Lords once decided that, *‘ even in the wide region of South Africa,” two 
mines four miles apart were not ‘* adjacent.” 


The Morning Post gives some amusing details of an action brought by a 
Montreal lawyer against the father of a girl who jilted him after an en- 
gagement which lasted eighteen months. The plaintiff seeks to recover 
2.323.49 dollars, alleged to have been spent in the process of courtship, on 
the plea that the father’s interference caused the lady to change her mind. 
The bill of costs, with attached declaration, which has been made public 
in accordance with legal procedure of the province of Quebec, is a remark- 
able document. A minute account is rendered therein of such matters as 
postage paid on love letters and the depreciation of the value of presents 
that have been returned. The Jargest item is a charge of 930 doilars for 
four hundred and sixty-five hours spent in the lady’s company at two 
dollars an hour, no deduction being made for entertainment received or 
for the lady's time. No charge is made, however, for the writing of love 
letters. The case will be tried at Ste. Scholastique during the September 
sitting. 

The report of the trustee in regard to the realization of the estate of 
Milward & Co., solicitors, of Birmingham and London, who failed in 1902 
with heavy liabilities, states, says the Zimes, that the priocipal asset in the 
statement of affairs relating to the joint estate of the two partners was 
£44,750, representing contingent interests in various undertakings, the bulk 
of which had proved to be valueless. The book debts, put down at 
£14,473, had been largely over-estimated, and not more than £3,500 would 
be realized under this head. There was also an estimated surplus in the 
hands of creditors of £3,500, which had realized only £50. The debts 
already proved for dividend on this estate amounted to £44,650, as against 
£91,653 estimated by the debtors; on the other hand, the claims on the 
separate estate of the senior partner, the late Robert Harding Milward, 
amounted to £63,762, as against £6,228 estimated by him. There was an 
estimated surplus from securities in the hands of creditors of the separate 
estate of £4,000, consisting of an equity of redemption, but it had proved 
valueless. ‘The creditors of the separate estate of the other partner, John 
Henry Milward, had been paid in full. The report adds: ** The realiza- 
tion of these estates and the investigation and settlement of claims have 
involved considerable trouble and delay, and it is not thought 
expedient to pay a dividend until the estates are finally realized. It is 
not safe at the moment to give an estimate of the dividends payable, but 
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they can only be small, particularly as regards the separate estate of 
Robert Harding Milward. It is expected that the trustee will be in a 
position to close the estates in the course of the current year. 








Tenders for the issue of 800 Ordinary Shares of the East Surrey Water 
Co. amounted to 1,610 shares, varying from the minimum of £16 per share 
to £16 12s. 6d., the average price being £16 7s. 








Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rota oF REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE ON 


Emercency Appeat Court Mr. Justice 

TA. No. 2. KEKEWICH. 

we 8 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Carrington Mr. Jackson 
.9 R. Leach Beal Pemberton 

Carrington Jackson 
gton Beal Pemberton 
12 Pemberton Carrington Jackson 


Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Buckwey. JOYCE. Swinrey Eapy. WARRINGTON. 


. 8 Mr. a Mr. Ee 9 Mr. Ena Mr. —— 
G ° ‘armer cing 

Theed King Greswell 

Godfrey W. Leach Farmer Church 

: R. Leach Theed King W. Leach 


The Long Vacation will commence on Saturday, the 13th day of August, and terminate 
on Saturday, the 22nd day of October, 1904, both days inclusive. 


Mr. Justice 
FARWELL. 


Mr. Church 


Date. 














The Property Mart. 


Sale of the Ensuing Week. 


August 8.—Messrs. Frank Jotty & James, at the Lumley Hotel, Lumley-road, Skegness, 
at 7:—A valuable long Leasehold Double-fronted Shop and Dwelling-house, in the 
leading business thoroughfare of the town, let at £70 per annum. Solicitors, R. L. 
Butler, Esq., London; J. F. Kiss, Esq., Skegness. (See advertisement, July 30, p. 4. 


Results of Sale. 





Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrievp held their usual Fortnightly Sale, No. 768, of 


Reversions and Life Policies, at the Mart, E.C., on Thursday last 
LIFE INTEREST in £6,739 Consols _... as oe os 
REVERSIONS : 
Absolute to £1,961 . ons ine = 
Absolute to £319 Consols and £83 per annum 
Absolute to One-seventh of £175 per annum ... ii en” fay 170 
Ab» lute to Six-twenty-fifth of £944 eo ° . ae ait a 125 
LIFE POLICIES: 
For £1,000; life63... oni io 
For Rs 10,000; life 66... 
For £500 Endowment ... 


Sold 2,150 
» 830 
= ae 


vee ves ove eee ‘ se 375 
ove eee soo eve “7 ee 400 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, July 29. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1n CaANcERY. 


Crisp & Co, Liuttep—Petn for winding up, presented July 27, directed to be heard Aug 9. 
ds, 97, Gresham st, solor for er. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 8 
Esceweitrk-Woitereck Process SyxpicatTe, Limitep- Creditors are required, on or 
before Aug 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Herbert Staniey Sugden, 10, Ironmonger In. Sugden & Harford, 10, Iron- 
monger In, solors for liquidator 
Guzw Sream Fisutxc Co, Limrrep—Creditora are required, on or before Aug 29, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Robertson & 
Others, Fish Quay, North Shields. R & R F Kidd, North Shields, solors for liquidators 
Isaac Frost & Soxs, Linrrep—Petn for winding up. presented July 27, directed to be 
heard Aug 9. Myer & Co, 46 and 47, London Wall, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
ug 


Pioxzer Motor Car Co, Limirep—Petn for way * presented July 27, directed to 


be heard Aug 9. sismey & Cook, 11, Serjeants’ Fleet st, agents for E T Alms, 
Taunton, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 8 
Szawarp Brotuers, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, to prove their 
debts or claims to Fra O Grant, 48, Gresham st, liquidator. Turner & Co, Kizg st, 
Cheapside, solors for liquidator 
Srircuiey Inox Co, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 12, directed to be heard 
at the County Court, Madeley, Salop, Aug 10, at 11.30. Foster, Wolverbampton, solor 
for petner. Nutice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 e’clock in 
the atternoon of Aug 9 
London Gazette.—Torspay, Aug 2. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1n CHANCERY. 


Atias Contract Coxroration, Limiten—Creditora are required, on or before Aug 18, to 
ue and prove th.ir debts to E L Moulton, “ Winthorpe,”’ 3, The Kmbankment, 


Comrise Patest Spaincs, Limirey (1x Liquipatiox)—Creditors are required, on or before 
Sept 12, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Percy , A, Gresham st. Bartrum, Old Jewry chmbrs, solors for liquidator 

Hawxaxs Goip Estate, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Daniel 
Hector Campbell Higgins, 4, San ct, Cornhill. Amitage & Chapple, Bishopsgate st 
Within, solors for liq tor 

















—— 

Norrauy & Bryeuam, LimitEp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 16, to send they 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Dearie, 
60, King st, Manchester. Grundy & Co, Manchester. solors for liquidator 

W L Brown & Co, Lumrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before A) q 
to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to ry 
Playst2r Steeds, 20, Friar In, Leicester Parsons & Co, Leicester, solors for liquidatoy 








Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 15. 


Duckett, Joun Wixsox, Greenhill, Crosshills, York Sept1 Duckett v Thomas, Buckley, 
J Hines, Bradford 
NicHouts, Magra, Alvescot, nr Faringdon, Oxford Aug 8 Bampton v Simpson, Buckley, 
D’Aagibau, Boscombe 
Tosy, Wituiam, St. Mark’s grove, Kensington July 30 Gannell vy Moss, Warrington, 
Higginson, Great St Thomas Apostle 
Wericut, Russet Oswatp, Stretford, Lancs Aug 12 Rainford vy Wright, Registrar, 
Manchester Williamson, Manchester 


London Gasette.—Fripay, July 22, 


Bargp, ALEXANDER Pourvas. Seven Sistera rd, Finsbury Park, Baker Sept 1 Baird y 
Baird, Kekewich, J Worrell & Son, Coleman st 
Foster, Witu1Am, sen, Slack in Heptonstall, Halifax 
Kekewich, J Clarkson, Halifax 
Sarvprick, Euity Esruer, otherwise Kirsoy, Woodside, South Norwood Aug » 
Morgan v Morgan, Swinfen Eady, J Courtney Lewis 


Sept 30 Greenwood v Beaver, 


London Gazette.—Frivay, July 29. 


CorrizLp, Emma Bampryipe, St Luke’s Hospital, Old st Nov1 Laing v Davis, Joyce, 
Burch, Spring gdns 
Fotiows, Grorce Hersert, Bedford Park, Chiswick, Civil Servant Aug31 Goldmany 
Robert, Farwell, J Ginn. Cambridge 
Marttuews, Tsomas, Cheshunt, Herts, Builder Sept 30 Matthews v 
Warrington, J Siddall, New Broad st 


London Gazette.—Turspay, August 2. 
Lez, Susanna, Torquay Sept 30 Harding v Lee, Buckley, J Glanfield, Torquay 


Matthews, 


Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cuiarm. 
London Gasette.—Fripay, July 29. 
Bentinck, Frances, Bovey Tracey, Devon Sept5 Burch & Co, Spring gdns 
Brypone, Rosert, Liverpool, Draper Aug 31 Geddes, Liverpool 


| Cuampron, Francis Coveruey, Blackheath Sept1 Harland & Son, Bridlington 


| 
| 
| 








| Mappen, Freperic WituiaM, Brighton Sept 7 
| Nosrz, Tuomas Percy, York, Solicitor Oct 31 Ware & Sons, York 


Cottyrr, Sopu1a Letitia, Buckhurst Hill, Essex Aug3l Foord, Philpot In 

Cowrer, ALraED, Scarborough Aug 29 Birdsall & Cross, Scarborough 

Doveat, Freperick Henry, Westerham Aug 31 Burch & Co, Spring gdns 

Fry, James, East Grinstead Aug 31 Turner, East Grinstead 

——*-- Makrcarzt Anyiz, Richmond, Yorks Sept3 Rogers & Hudsons, Richmond, 
0 

Seemaaan Wituiam, Richmond, Yorks Sept 3 Rogers & Hudsons, Richmond, Yorks 

Hawkins, Evizasetu Cuartorre, Swindon Aug 20 Kinnear & Co, Swindon 

Hickes, Paut, Malton, Yorks Sept 17 Pearson & Co, Malton 

Horexsy, ANNE Mary Batpwiy, Wavertree, Liverpool Sept9 Rutherfords, Liverpool 

Green, Harry, Loughborough, Ironmonger Sept 16 CW & F H Toone, Loughborough 

Cue, Beer, Upper Thames st, Paper Agent Sept 9 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s im 
elds 


JAFFREY, ANDREW Joun, Alderley Edge Sept14 Marriott & Co, Manchester 
Jones, Tuomas Pryce. Lianiiloes, Chemist Aug3l1 J & A Davies, Llanidloes 


Ksow es, TownLey Riasy, sen, Fishwick Hall, nr Preston Aug 20 Buck & Dicksons, 
Preston 
Lanpvoy, Epw1n, Stourport, Worcester, Coal Merchant Aug 31 Watson, Stourport 


LitigenFeLp, Martin, Holborn Viaduct, Diamond Merchant Sept17 Munns & Longden, 
Old Jewry 
Graham & Wigley, Queen Victoria st 


Parisu, EvizasetH Mary, Reading Sept1 Collins, Reading 

Powe tt, Freperick York, Oxford Augil7 Gibbs & Co, Eastcheap 

Powe, Tuomas Epwarp, St. Giles, Norwich Aug 31 Daynes, Norwich 

Raw tines, Henry Doo, Holland pk Sept12 Drake & Co, Rood In 

topinson, Exizasetu, Hyde, Chester Sept5 Bostock, Hyde 

Sanpirorp, ELtex Ryie, Urmston, nr Manchester Sept3 Diggles & Ogden, Manchester 

Surra, James, Islington fept14 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 

Sournwe Lt, Witiam, Uppingham, Rutland, Grocer Sept 21 Oakley, Uppingham 

Squire, Freperick, Southend on Sea Sept 28 Todd & Co, Southend on Sea 

Srrance, Wit.iiAM, Mincing ln Sept1 Mossop, Fowkes bldgs, Gt Tower st 

Toomss, a ei, Yardley Gobion, Northampton Aug30 Greville & Son, Staple ins, 
O1LDO) 

TURNBOLL, oeuee: Gateshead Aug3l Penman & Gibberd, Gateshead 

Wacker, Ricnarp, Hednesford, Staffs, Grocer Aug 29 Wearing, Wolverhampton 

hee Auice Matitpa, Hayes, Middlesex Aug 30 “Laurence & Co, Lincoln’s ian 
el 


8 
Wi iiams, Ann, Birstall, Leicester Sept2 Stone & Co, Leicester 
Winter, Tuomas, Wellington, Somerset Sept 1 Mitchell, Wellington 
Youna, Anniz Maup, Maida Vale Sept10 Taylor & Co, Field ct, Gray’s inn 


London Gazette.—Turapay, Aug 2 


Auiriont, Jesse, Wallingford, Berks, Boot Manufacturer Aug 13 Blandy & Blandy, 
Reading 

Barnett, Aiveep Price Movttox, 8t Jean de Luz Basses, Pyrenees, France Aug 
Surtees & Surtees, Bedford row 

Bearp, Ricuarp Mancuan't, Plumpton, Sussex, Miller Sept 28 Vinall, Lewes 

Bower, Srompr, Wandsworth Sept 1 Griffinhoofe & Brewster, King’s Bench walt, 
Temple 





Aug. 
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; beg “Tn thee Bows ‘tt + cree, Wane, Ashburn pl, South Kensington Aug 15 Thorold feoaae ba age Denton, Lanes, Foreign Correspondent Sept 3 Richards & Hurst, 


Tuomas, Chester, Builder Sept17 Brassey, Chester | Lange, Setiva Frances, Addiscombe Sept 10 Farrer & Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 


fore WHE, | . . " 7 Yat 
an es " Cuanxs, Mortimer, Berks, Licensed Victualler Aug 13 Mercer & Blaker, | Mackenziz, Faances Emma, San Diego, California, USA Oct 1 Taylor, Gray's inn sq 
‘liquidator Henley on Thames Mackenzie, Jous James, King’s Norton, Worcester Oct 1 Taylor, Gray’s inn sq 


careweLl, Eowarp, Hanley, Schoolmaster Aug 30 Paddock & Sons, Hanley 
Cavett, ALFRED, Mansfield, Notts, Hosier Aug 81 Alcock, Mansfield | Martianp, Rear Admiral Horatio Laurence Artaur Lennox, Queensberry pl, South 


: tox Gu Chelsea, Silversmith Sept12 Potter & Co, King | Kensington Aug 30 Trower & Co, New sq 
Card, Be one Peete et ‘rete ears , | Mavxin, Isapetia Eprra, Lower Broughton, Salford Aug 18 Eltoft, Manchester 


| MarsHatt, James, Bristol Sept1 Wansbrough & Co, Bristol 

| Oswaxp, Axx, Levenshulme, nr Manchester, Pawnbroker Oct 5 Hewitt & Son, Manchester 
| Proms, Janz, Chelsea Sept 2 Hatten, Gravesend 

fastox, Taouas Cartes, Croydon Aug 30 Huntley & Son, Tooley st Szaman, Mary, Bitterne, Southampton Sept9 Robins & Co, Southampton 

Gover, Bensamin Lucas, Rathmines, County Dublin Aug 31 Sampson & Co, Liverpool come, + 1LL14M, Kingston upon Hull, House Decorator Aug 15 Walker & Colbeck, 


| McLacauan, Rosert, Lewisham Sept 13 Wainwright & Co, Staple inn 


Coore2, ExteN, Rainow, nr Macclesfield Aug23 Ham, Macclesfield 
Dewan, Jou, New Benwell, Newcastle upon Tyne Sept 1 Pybus & Sons, Newcastle 
on Tyne 


14s, Buckley, 
on, Buckley, 
Warrington, 
t, Registra, 


Gorr, Mary Axw Evin, Gt Yarmouth Aug $1 Copeman & Cadge, Loddon, Norfolk Starter, ALFrep Tuomas, Hampstead Aug 15 Burn & Son, Bell yd, Doctors’ commons 

Gov, Jous Micuart, Brighton Sept 29 Trinder & Co, Leadenhall st | Surrn, Jane, Green Bottom, Embsay Aug 20 Woodman, Carr In, Heysham, Lancs 

Gsrexwoop, Mary, Cranleigh, Surrey Aug3l Tyrrell & Son, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn Smrru, Taomas Henry, Harrogate Sept3 Pearson & Co, Malton, Yorks 

Hersven, Wit1AM ALEXANDER, Coxhoe, Durham, Medical Practitioner Sept 1 Maw- | Spencer, Exizanera Ann, Methwold, Norfolk Aug 22 Melior, Dowoham Market 
son, Dur ‘ ’ | §ranirorgts, Joseps, Sheffield, Grocer Sept 29 Rodgers & Co, Sheffield 

Hioxiz, Rosert Carnacuay, Billiter st, Merchant Sept 14 Ince & Co, Benet chmbrs, | Taytor, Hvcu Lewis, Phillimore gdns, Kensington Sept 10 Roy & Cartwright, Cole- 
Fenchurch man st 

Howes, Rev Purure Metancutuon, Upminster, Essex Aug 26 Trower & Co, New sq, Walls & Stallard, 
Lincoln’s inn 

Houytiey, Ernest Grorcr, Weston super Mare, Restaurant Manager Sept 1 Wansbrough 
& Co, Bristol 


| Warp.e, Toomas Frepeaick Jonny Livesey, Johannesburg Oct 20 
} Old Jewry 
Wuits, Mania Soria, Dover Sept 1 Leggatt & Co, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s inn 

Wuaireseap, Exvizasetu, Holme on Spalding Moor, Yorks Sept1 Watkinson, Yorks 


[1 Baird y 
1d v Beaver, 


od Aug » 








Davis, Toyee, 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, July 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apams, CHARLES, St Anne’s on Sea, Lancs, Fitter Notting- 
ham Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Bau, SrepHen Sipney, Loughborough, 
Leicester Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Berry, Jonn, Kenilworth, Warwick, Builder Warwick 
Pet July 23 Ord July 23 
Buitz, Henry Freperick, Paignton, Devon, Photographer 
Plymouth Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
Busy, Harry Braczy, Gt Yarmouth, Hairdresser Gt 
Yarmouth Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Desuonp, J L, Shettield, Plumber Sheffield Pet July 2 
Ord Juiy 21 , 
Dowuan, James, Morton, nr Gainsborough, Hawker 
Lancoln Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Drake, Bensamin, Lutterworth, Leicester, Plumber 
Leicester Pet July 2i Ord July v1 
Dvvezox, W H, Fenchurch st, Tailor High Court Pet 
July1 Ord July 22 
Estwick, Isaac Jonny, Watford, Herts, Contractor St 
Albans Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
Evaxs, H J, Honor Oak, Builder High Court Pet May 18 
Ord July 22 
Eversux, HerpertT Henry, Tottenham, Furniture Dealer 
Edmonton Pet July 21 Ora July 21 
Faimsaizy, James, Rusthall Common, Tunbridge Wells, 
Conractor Tunbridge Wells Pet July7 Ord July 24 
Goopmax, Haroip, Leytonstone, Brick Merchant Hugh 
Court Pet July 2 Ord July 22 
Hayman, WiLLiAmM Henry, Chepstow, Mon, Saddler New- 
port, Mun Pet July 22 Ord Juiy 22 
Hickus, Harry, Bromley, Keat, Motor Dealer Croydon 
Pet May 27 Ord July 19 
Houaxp, ALFrep, Belper, Plumber Derby 
PetJuly8 Ord July zo 
Horsrurp, Tuomas Watson, Mount Pleasant, nr Crook, 
General Dealer Durham Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
Hugurs, Epwarp Josers, Leeds, Licensed Victualler 
Pet July 12 Ord Juty 22 
Hvocnes, Tuomas, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, Collier 
Aberavon Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Kersizy, Tom, Reading, Fishmonger Reading Pet July 
20 Ord July 20 
Lzz, Jams, Brighton, Master Mariner Brighton Pet 
July5 Ord July 21 
Loxspate, W H, Redcar, Yorks, Fruit Salesman Middles- 
borough Ord July 20 
Sox, Juan Bavsor, East Bridgford, Notts, Butcher 
Nottingham Pet July 21 Ord Jaly 21 
Menpecasonn, ALBERT BeERTHOLD, Old Jewry, Stockbroker 
High Court Pet Oct 17,1902 Ord Oct 21, 1902 
Moss, Ravru, Blackpool, Glass Dealer Preston Pet July 
23 Ord July 23 
Newsy, Epwin Ray, Norwich, Umbrella Manufacturer 
Norwich Pet July 21 Ord Juiy 21 
20M. Tuomas Wituiam, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Deal 
Porter King’s Lynn Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Rawuings, Wictiam Harry, Eowarp aLBext RAWLINGS, 
and ALFRED Prarse KaW.ines, Shettield, Painters 
Sheffield Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
muse, ee Sosmen, Leicester Leicester Pet July 
y 23 
Ros, Tuomas, Coventry, Commission Agent C 
, , ry, oventry Pet 
¥22 Ord July 22 - , 
Wit1am South Shore, Blackpool, Leather Mer- 
Manchester Pet July8 Ord July 22 
Wituiam Cuaries, Thatcham, Berks, Draper 
a *.., J ms a. Ont July 21 
z YMAN eld, Tailor Sheffi 
5 Ona duly a . eld Pet July 


Auctioneer 


Derby, 


Srusos Avast, Newhaven, Fitter Lewes Pet July 22 
y 
Teuney, ae Halifax, Insurance Agent Halifax Pet 


Tao Ww, oar 2 ‘dd 
» WILLIAM, . i 
Pet July 280 = er tae Fruiterer Pontypridd 





Wanrren, J G, Chiswick, Tea Dealer Brentford Pet July 
7 Ord July 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Baaccatey, Frep Esnest, Manchester, Boot Factor 
Aug 8 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Bowen, Davin, Melicrythan, Neath, Fruiterer Aug 4 at 12 
Otf Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Bucuanan, Epwarp Apo.pHus, Brighton, Commission 
past Aug 11 at10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, 

righton 

Crark, Ropert Toomas, Carshalton, Surrey Aug 4 at 
11.30 24, a app, London Bridge 

Crarke, Cuartes Wittiam Rotherham, Yorks, Builder 
Aug 4at12 Off Rec, Figtree In, Shetfield 

Dickson, Rosert, Liverpool, Pawnbroker Aug 8 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Dowman, James, Morton, nr Gainsborough, Hawker Aug 
11 at 1230 Off Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Duperox, W H, Fenchurch st, Tailor Aug8at12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Evans, # J, Honor Oak, Builder Aug 9ati2 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Farrparry, James, Rusthall Common, Tunbridge Wells, 
Contractor Aug 5 at 11.30 24, Railway app, London 


Bridge 
Framptoy, Joux, East Dulwich, Builder Aug 3 at 12 | 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
GOULDING, SARAH, 
change st, Bolton 
Green, CaanLoTre, Wigan, General Dealer Aug 3 at 11.30 
19, Exchange st, Boiton 
Green, Wituiam Exisan, Walsoken, Norfolk, Grocer Aug 
18 at10.15 Court house, King's Lyna 


Green, Witt1AM Tuomas, Highgate, Licensed Victualler 


Aug 4 at 230 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

mast, Wheaten, Worksop, J 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffiela 

Harti, Wit.taqm, Snow hull, Holboin, Confectioner Aug 8 
at il Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Henperson, James, Market Drayton, Rope Manufacturer 
Aug - at 11.30 North Stafford Hotel, Stoke upon 


Hore, Jonny, King’s Heath, W ster, Ir g 
10at1l 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Howe ts, Evan, Penrhiweeiber, Glam, Butcher Aug 5 at 
12 185, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Huaues, Epwarp Josern, , Licensed Victualler Aug 
4at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Aug 





NSON, JAMES, . 
Sone, eae eens Sng te | Marrray, WituiaM ArTauR, Oivon, Warwick, Commercial 


8 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 
Jones, Cuarces, Bolton, Furniture Dealer Aug3at3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 


Jones, Ev1ezea, Nunhead, Builder Aug 9 at 11 Bank- | 


ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Jones, Joun, Neath, Glam, Instirance Agent Aug 4 at 
12.30 Off Rec. 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Kerssaw, WILLI1AMJ ames, Barnsley Grocer Aug Sat 10.15 
Aug 3 at 10.15 Off Rec, 7, Regent st, ey 

McLeop, —— Laundry Proprietor Aug 8 at 230 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


MeEnpE.Lssouy, ALBERT Bertuo.p, Old Jewry, Stockbroker 
Aug 3atil Bankruptcy bldgs, Curey st 

Morpecat, Eowarp, Giltach Goch, Glam, Collier Aug 4at 
12 117, St Mary st, i 

Parker, Henry, Arnold, Notts, Laundry Man Aug 3 
atil Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Pack st. Nottingham 

Pieperr, Geoxar Henay, Walsoken, Norfolk, Grocer Aug 
18 at 10.30 Court house, xing’ Lynn 

Powk.t, Haroxp, Derby, Electrical Engineer Aug 3 at 12 
Off Reo, 47, Full st, Derby 

Rostnson, Tuomas, Rainow, wheshbire, Farmer Aug5 at 11 

Off Rec, 23, King ——~ ‘ Macclestield 

uckley, 


, 23, 
Suepragp, Epa@ar Josep, 
Aug 8at li 174, Corporation st, Birmi am 
Srraner, ALBert, Newhaven, Fitter Aug3atii County 
Court Uftices, Lewes 
Trmspey, Josern, Halifax, Insurance Agent Aug 8 at 3 
Town Hall chmbrs, Halifax 


Off 
Vaenper, Oxiver Tuomas, Baker Aug Sat 
12 174, Corporation st, a oy 


, Grocer 


igan, Tripe Dealer Aug 3 at 11 19, | 


outs, suilder Aug 4 at 12.30 





| Masox, Joun Bausor, Kast Sri 
















Watters, Jouy F, Twickenham, Engineer Aug 3 at 12 
Off Rec, 14, Bedford row, London 
Warkixs, Howe.t Gairrita, Cymilynfell, Glam, Butcher 
Aug 4at 1145 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swan-ea 
Warkiys, Ricnarp, Aber , Mon, Brewer’s Tiavelierr 
Aug 8at 3 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Wiiuiams, Noan, Haydock, Lancs, wenerai Dealer Aug 3 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 35, Victuria st, Liverpool 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
ABRAHAMS, JosuuA, Beresford st, Camberwell, Boot Deale 
Hign Court Pet July 18 Ord July 23 ; 
Apams, Caagies, St Anne’s on Sea, Lancs, Fitter Not- 
tingham Pet July23 O:d July 2s 
Atiey, Louis, Manchester, Publ Manchester Pet 
June 21 Ord July 22 p : 
Apr.ecatTe, James, Rugby, Warwick, Builder Coventry 
Pet June 30 Ord July 20 - 
Batt, StepHen Sipney, Loughborough, Auctioneer 
Leicester Pet July zz Ord July 22 
Bowers, Wit.1am, Chatsworth rd, Clapton, Greengrocer 
HighCourt Pet Juty 20 Ord July 21 
Buitz, Henry Freverick, Paignton, Devon, Photographer 
Piymouth Pet July2i Ord Juty 21 
Ciark, Ropert Tuomas, Carshalton, Surrey Croydon Pet 
July 12 Ord July 19 . : 
Dopps, H R, nedland, Bristol, Builder Bristol Pet July 
Ord July 23 : 
James, Morton, nr Gainsborough, Hawker 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 — 
Drake, Bensamin, Lutterworth, Leicester, Plumber 
Leicester Pet July 21 Ord July 21 2 
Everson, Herpert Henry, Tottenham, Furniture Dealer 
Edmonton Pet July 21 Ord July 21 h 
Gunyine, Bensamin Frower Castes, sishponds, Bristol, 
sbuuder Bristol Pet July 11 Ond July 23 
Haymay, Witiiam Henny, Chepstow, Mon, Saddler 
Ne Mon Pet July 22 Ord July 22 
Henpy, Grorece Epwarp, ponds, bristol, Coal Mer- 
chant Bristol Pet July18 Ord July 23 
Horsrurp, Tuomas.Wartsox, Mount Pleasant, nr Crock, 
ven Dealer Durnam Pet July 21 Ord July 21 
Hvenes, Taomas, Skewen, nr Neath, Collier Aberavon 
Pet July x2 Ord July 22 
Josnsox, James, Swinton, Lancs, Coal Merchant Salford 
Pet July 16 Ord July 22 ; 
Kersiey, Tom, Reading, Fishmonger Reading Pet July 
20 Ord July 20 
Lakeman, Jonn, Arbuthnot rd, New Cross, Warehouse 
Clerk High Court PetJuly 17 Ord July 21 


Traveller Birmingham Pet July16 Ord July 23 

ford, Notts, Butcher 
Nottingham Pet July2t Ord July 21 

Moon, Water, King William st, Business Transfer Agent 

igh Court Pet Dec17 Ord July 0 
Leu, Blackpool, Glass Dealer Preston Pet July 

v3 Ord July 23 a 

Ransom, THomas Wiiuiam, King’s Lynn, Deal Porter 
King’s Lynn Pet July x2 Ord July 2 

Rawuives, Wrmu1am Harry, Epwarp Atssrt Raw .ryes, 
and ALFRED Psarsk Raw.inas, Shetlield, Painters 


Leicester Pet July 
rd July 22 ¢ 

Rose, Tuomas, Coventry, Commission Agent Coventry 
Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Sate, Wiutiam Cuaniss, Thatcham, Berks, Draper 
Newbury Pet July 21 Ord July 21 

Spr.ssury, Geosee Lucas, Findern, Derby, Farmer 
Derby Pet pg ad Ord July zl 

eer > - + ewhaven, Fitter Lewes Pet July 22 

rd 

Tasernee, JOsers, Emmanuel rd, Manufacturer’s 

Sal High Court Pet July 20 Ord July 21 

i Insurance Halifax Pet 


Agent 
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Amended notice substituted for that a in the 
London Gazette of July 19: 


Henperson, James, Market Drayton Belor, Ma Manu- 
facturer Crewe Pet July 16 Ord July i6 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AND RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
eer Isasetta Mary Avucusta Srarrorp, Royal 
cres, d park High Court Rese Ord Feb 11, 
1903 Adjud Feb 28,1903 Rese and Annul July 23 
London Gazette.—Fripay, July 29. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
App.esy, Aubert Disractt, Old Hill, Rowley Regis, Staffs, 
Grocer Dudley Pet July 25 Ord July 25 


Apruorr, Duptey Ricsarp, Park - Grosvenorsq High 
Court Pet June 28 Ord July 26 


Baker, Josern Hereiner, Lee, Kent 
July 26 


26 Ord July 

Bayzs, Grorcr, HM rison, Northampton, Farmer 

orthamp.on Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Brooxsayks, Josgern, North Shields, Cartman Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet July 2% Ord July 25 

Brooxs, Epwarp, Forncett St Peter, Norfolk, Farmer 
Norwich Pet July9 Ord July 26 

Bocxiey, Epwarp A.tFrep, Manchester, Linoleum Mer- 
chant Manchester’ Pet July 12 Ord July 23 

Cups, Tomas, Cardiff, Marine Store Dealer Cardiff 
Pet July 2 Ord July 25 

Ciements, ALrrep Grorce, Gt Ya 
Yarmouth Pet July 27 Ord July 


Coping, Henry, Leeds, Boot Dealer Leeds Pet July 14 
Ord July 23 

CoL.ixs, Guenaas + Ashley gdns High Court Pet 
July 1 Ord Jul 


Comtouan, Tuomas, A Cycle Maker Leicester 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 


oun, Tuomas, Crewe, Farmer Crewe Pet July 26 Ord 


Greenwich Pet 


uth, Bootmaker Gt 
27 


Davies, _ and Joun James eae ~s Salop, 
Drapers Madeley Pet July 25 Ord J 

Duncay, he g Tyldesley, Lanes, Draper ” Bolton Pet 
July Ord Jaly 26 

Seema, + ng Uxbridge, Draper Windsor Pet July 23 
Ord July 23 

Furnivat, Witiiam Henry, hee oy = Builder 
Wolverhampton Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Harris, Water James, Leicester, Gunsmith Leicester 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 


Hit, ener. Sheffield, Tailor Sheffield Pet July 26 Ord 
y 26 
Hopes, Rosert Freeperick Sciarer, Leeds, Fried Fish 
Dealer Leeds Pet July 26 Ord July 26 
Hors, Erxest Atrrep, Boscombe, Hants, Tailor Poole 
Pet July 21 Ord July 25 
Horr, Rotayp, Birmingham, Auctioneer 


Birmingham 
Pet Junell Od July 25 


Lancaster, CHARLES, jun, aie Coal Dealer Hanley 
Fet Juy 27 Ord July 
Leoyxagp, Samvet, as SR Jeweller Birmingham 


Pet July 15 Ord July 26 

Lorp, Caakies, Austwick, Yorks, Labourer Bradford Pet 
July 26 Ord July 26 

Macoos, James Ritcuie, Brick ct, Temple, Barrister at 
Law High Court Pet March 9 Ord May 20 

Pace, Gzorce, Kettering, Northampton, poe Manufacturer 
No pton Pet July 22 Ord July 22 

Patmer, Tuomas, Nether Wallop, Hants, Farmer 
ampton PetJuly 26 Ord Julv 26 

Puatuirs, Frepericx, Narberth, Pembroke, Grocer Pem- 
broke Dock Pet July 27 Ord July 27 


Poxs, Sir Pery Van Norren, Moreton.in.the i Glos, 
Baronet Banbury Pet July15 Ord July 27 

Porreg, Joux, Kingston upon Hull, Builder Kingaton upon 

ull Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Price, Aaron, Warrington, Fishmonger’s Assistant Man- 
chester Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Rapciyrre, Dick Epwarps, West Hampstead High Court 
Pet July 11 Ord July 27 

Bozixs, Feepericx, Farnham, Builder Guildford Pet 
July 1 Ord Jaly 26 

RussecL, Gzorce Epwarp, Stratton St Margaret, nr 

on, Cattle Dealer Swindon Pet July 27 Ord 


July 27 
Suits, i aetie Hewry, Old eae, nr Chesterfield 
Ord July 2¢ 


South- 


thestertield Pet July 26 

Swuira, Wituiam, Scarborough, Journalist Scarborough 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Srevpwick, Wittiam Ropveer, Stoke momen: Working 
Cutler Edmonton Pet July 2 Ord July 

Sucker, Caaates Freperick CurisTian ion, Pentonville 

, Importer of Musical Instruments High Court Pet 

July 2 Ord July 26 

Treat, Jous, High st, Shoreditch, Tailor High Court 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Wessrer, Wittiam Henny, Leicester, Tailor 
Pet July 2% Ord July 25 


WI11amsox, 


Leicester 


Epoar Tuomas. Seateine, Plumber 
Pet July 25 Ord July 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Apruoer, Dupiey Bicsarp, Park st, Grosvenor sq Aug 
llat 12 Bankrup’cy bldgs, Carey st 
ALL, STEPHEN SIDNEY, ‘Loughborough, Auctioneer Aug 


9ati2 Off Kec, 1, "Berridge st, Leicester 
Berey —. eam, Builder Aug 10 at11 Off Rec, 
Co, entry 
Brooxnanxs, bane North Shields, Cartman Aug 8 at 12 
30, Mosley st, Newcastle on 
Copuixe, Hexey, , Boot Dealer 
Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 








Aug 10'lat 12 Off 


Daviss, Ricuarp, Brymbo, Denbigh, Farmer 
3.30 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Drake, Benzamin, Lutterworth, Leicester, Plumber 
9at3 Off Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Duncan, Grorae, Tyldesley, Lancs, Draper Aug 20 at 
10.30 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

Exey, Wi.iiam, Compton rd, Islington, Commercial 
Traveller Aug 11 at 11.15 County Court bldgs, Chel- 


tenham 

Estwick, Isaac Joun, Watford, Herts, Contractor Aug 8 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 14, tedford row 

Evenson, Hersert Hewry, Tottenham, Furniture Dealer 
Aug 8at12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Gray, Cuarzes. Iver, Bucks, Market Gardener Aug 9 at 
12 14, Bedford row 

Hanrais, Lazarus, Cheetham, Manchester, Jeweller Aug 8 
at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Hicks, Rosert, Gt Grimsby. Tailor Aug6éat11 Off Rec, 
15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Hopaer, Roperr Frepeaick Scuater, Leeds, Baker Aug 
llatil Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Hueues, Tuomas, Skewen, nr Neath, Glam, Collier Aug 6 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra 1d, Swansea 

Kemp, Joun Coarves, Lower Clapton rd, Pianoforte Dealer 
Augi10at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Levi, SamugL —— Chiswell st Aug 10 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, C: 

Lorp. CHARLES, Prone Sng Yorks, Labourer Aug 9 at 3 
Off Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, "Bradford 

Oxpine, Witt14mM Henry, Filetton, Hunts, Plumber Aug 
8at11.30 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Ossorn, Henry, Leyton, Essex Augi0at12 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Parry, Owen, Penmaenrhos, Colwyn, Carnarvon, Grocer 
Aug 8at 12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Rapctyrre. Dick Epwarps, West Hampstead Aug 10 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Ransom, Taomas Witutam, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Deal 
Porter Aug 6 at 11.30 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Reast, Groree, Thornton, Leicester Aug 9 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, 1, Berridge rd, Leicester 

Rozerts, Joun, Penmaenmawr, Carnarvon, Licensed 
Victualler Aug 8at2.45 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

ester 
Rost, Tomas, Coventry, Commission Agent Aug 8 at 12 
Ree. 8, High st, “Coventry 

Srreeter, Henry, Croydon, Cartage Contractor Aug 8 at 
11, 24, Railway app, ‘London Bridge 

Sucker, CHARLES Freperick Cueristian Emit, Pentonville 
rd Augl0at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Tayior, Harry, Blackburn, Taper Aug 8 at 10.30 Off 
Ree, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Testy Joun, High st, Shoreditch, Tailor Aug8 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Weis, Freperick Avcustus, West Dulwich, Tailor Aug 
8at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Appiesy, Atzert Disrae vi, Old Hill, Rowley Regis, Staffs, 
Grocer Dudley Pet July 2 Ord July 25 

Baker, Joseph Herripar, Lee, Kent Greenwich Pet 
July 26 Ord July 26 

Bunn, Harry Bracey, Gt Yarmouth, Hairdresser Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet July 22 Ord July 25 

Ciements, ALFRED GroreGe, Gt a Boot Maker Gt 
Yarmouth Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Coomer, Tuomas, Crewe, Farmer Crewe Pet July 26 Ord 
July 26 

Davis, Cagouine, and Joun James Youna, Te Salop, 
Drapers Madeley Pet July 25 Ord Jul 

Duncay, GEORGE, oa aa Lancs, Draper aes Pet 
July 26 Ord July 

Estwick, Isaac po ag Watford, “ae Contractor St 
Albans Pet July 21 Ord July 2: 


Evans, Henry Joserpn, Canonbie rd, ‘ates Oak, Builder 


Aug 8 at 


Aug 


High Court Pet May18 Ord July 26 

Frazer, Emma, Uxbridge, Draper Windsor Pet July 23 
Ord July 23 

Furnivat, Wittiam Henry, Wolverhampton, Builder 
Wolverhampton Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Harris, WALTER James, Leicester, Gunsmith Leicester 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 

Hawkiss, Ezexiet, Heywood, i Coal Merchant 


Bolton Pet July 12 Ord July 2 

Heap, Hersert Cyriz, fete Mel High Court 
June 25 Ord July 25 

Hickuix, Harry, peat: Motor Dealer Croydon Pet 
May 27 Ord ‘July 

Hitt, Percy, Sheffield, "Tailor Sheffield Pet July 26 Ord 


July 26 

Hopeet, Rosert Freperick ScLarer, jem. Fried Fish 
Dealer Leeds Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Hout, Atsert Jous, Bonsall ag Matlock Bath, Farmer 
Derby PetJune8 Ord J 

Kenney, Terriizt, and Joux > ten Ricsy, Aévempool, 

Oil Refiners Liverpool Pet Jane 15 Ord July 25 

Lancastex, CHaRues, jun, Hanley, Carter Hanley Pet 
July 27 Ord July 27 

Lorp, CHARLES, go Yorks, Labourer Bradford 


Pet 


Pet July 26 Ord J 
Mayzamn, 5, , Stamford hil "righ Court Pet May10 Ord 
uly 20 


Nicuoisoy, Epwarp, Staines, Civil Engineer Kingston 
surrey’ Pet July 19 Ord ‘July 26 . 

Ossorn, Hewsry, Leyton, Essex High Court Pet June 23 
Ord July 25 

Owen, Witiiam James, Erith, Kent, L 
Pet July1 Ord July 25 


Fonaas, Freperick, Narberth, Pemhosin, Grocer Pem- 
roke Dock Pet July 27 Ord July 


Rocheat, 





1) 








Aug. 6. 1904, 
ee 
Porte, Joun, Kingston upon Hull, Builder 


Hull Pet July 27 Ord July 27 estan apa 
Paice, Aaron. Warrington, = ge 8 Assistant Ma. 

chester Pet July 26° Ord July 
Leather Me. 






Royie, Wiii1am, South Shore, ached 
chant Manchester Pet July 8 Ord July % 

RussevL, Greorce Epwarp, Stratton &t Margaret, » 
a Wilts, Farmer Swindon Pet July 27 On 

y 27 

Suirx, Artuur Heyry, Old Brampton, nr Chesterfigy 
Chesterfield Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Situ, Wit11am, Scarborough, Journalist Scarborough 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Sucker, Cuaktes Freperiok Cristian Emit, Pentonvik 
rd, Importer of Musical Instruments ‘High Cour 
Pet July 26 Ord July 26 

Tare a Henry, Liverpool Liverpool Pet May 28 Oy 















Wane, WILLIAM a ay Leicester, Tailor Leivesta 
Pet July 25 Ord July 25 " 






London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Beavis, Frepericx, Sonning a, Oxford, Builde 
Rea Pet July 15 Ord July 

BroucuTon. Freperick, Sheffield, Pork Butcher Sheffiej 
Pet July 13 Ord July 28 

Burca, Artuur, sen, Chiddingfold, Surrey, Farm Bailig 
Guildford and Godalming Pet July 28 Ord July% 

Cannon, CHARLES, Hitchin, Herts, Butcher Latah Pe 
July 28 Ord July 28 

CHAMBERLAIN, WALTER ABRAHAM, Finedon. Northampton, 
Boot Manufacturer Northampton Pet July 29 Oj 
July 29 

Cousixs, Jonn Danieiits Henry, Berkbamstead, Hert, 
Draper Aylesbury Pet July is Ord July 29 

Fyuier, Joun A, Windlesham, Surrey High Court Py 
April 14 Ord July 28 

Goppen, WiLiiamM and Joun Davixrs, Maesteg, a How 

Furnishers Cardiff Pet July 11 Ord July 27 

Greaves, Wattace MoGrirrin, South sq, Gray’s im 
High Court Pet June 3 Ord July 1 

Guyn, Henry Samuev, Iiford, Samauits Farrie 
High Court Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

Hac Sed Fake 3 Janz, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet July 
Ord Jul 

Havueuton, Dorrow. Broseley, Salop, Brick 
Manufacturer Madeley Pe July 29 Ord July 29 

Hoop, Greorce Avsert, Dkley, Yorks, Fruiterer Leeds 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Lewis, Joun Tuomas, Plymouth, Mineral Water Manufae 
turer Plymouth Pet July 20 Ord July 29 
































Macieay, Water, New Bond st, Motor Agent High 
Court’ Pet May 17 Ord July 1: 3 - 
McSweeney, Harry, Reading, Stationer’s Assistant 


Reading Pet July 28 Ord July 28 

Moore, Jonn Wituiam, Sheffield, 
Sheffield Pet July 29 Ord July 29 

Newsery, Tuomas, Blaenavon, Mon, Ironmonger ‘Tredegir 
Pet July 29 OrdJuly29° 

PickrorD, JOSEPH, sen, ween, Glam, Builder Caniif 
Pet July lt Ord July 

Quance, Ricnarp fase Hastings, Licensed Victualle 
Hastings Pet July 25 Ord July 28 

Roserts, WiL11AM ARgTuuR, High H-«rrogate, 
Repairer York Pet July 27 Ord July 27 

Rozsornam, Epwarp, Ablemarle st, Piccadilly High Cout 


Pet July i Ord July 28 
Satmox, Henry Epwiy, Liford, Baker Chelmsford Pe 
July 27 Ord July 27 


Sms, A H, Eastleigh, Southampton, Grocer Southampta 





emma Victualla 











Yorks, Bost 








Pet June 24 Ord July 28 
Sovrnwoop, Wi.uiam Tuomas, South Cowton, Nor 
Kidiog, Yorks Publican Northallerton Pet July ¥ 







Ord July 27 

Sraruam, H, West Dulwich, Butcher High Court Pet July 
12 Ord ‘July 28 

Taytor, H L, Russell st Market, Covent gan, Fruit. Sale 
man High Court Pet June8 Ord July 28 

Tuomas, Jonny, Blaenau peas: Quarryman Portmade 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 










Tuomas, Jonpn Witiian, Bradford, Engineer Braéforl 
Pet July 29 Ord July 2 
Wakenam, Grorce sd EL, Goodrington, Paignto, 





Devon, Hind Plymouth Pet July 29 Ord July B 


Warver & Co, Holbein pl, Sloane sq, Builders High Comt 
Pet June 16 Ord July 28 





Watson, Rosert, Kirton, Lincs, Farmer Boston Pé 
July 16 Ord July 28 
Wixuatt, James, Stamford, Lincs, Tobacconist Pete 





borough Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Woop, Gervase, Screveton, Notts, Innkeeper Nottinghas 
Pet July 28 Ord July 28 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Apams, Cuartzs, St Anne's on Sea, Lanes, Fite 
Aug 10 at 12.80 of Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park % 
Nottingham 

Baxer, Tom LLEWELLyn, , Bridgen nd, Stout Bottler Aug! 
at12 117, St Mary st, Cardiff 

Bravsusy, Joun Wii11am, Nottingham, Clerk Aug 0# 
1 Of Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Britrais, WiLt1aM, Bangor, Carnarvon, Fruiterer Augil 
at12 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Brooxs, Epvwarp, Forncett St. Peter, Norfolk, Fam 
Aug 10 at 12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Brooks, Georcz, Wotton Saint Mary Without, Glos. Can’ 
Aug 13 ati2 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

Davies, Carouing, and Joun James Youne Bros 
Salop, = "Aug 12at2 Off Ree, 42, St John’s 
Shrews 
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Doves; H R, Redland, Bristol, Builder Aug 10 at 11.30 
Off Rec. 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Puckuix, Harry, Bromley, Motor Dealer Aug 11 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London bdge 

Gairrix, JOHN, Birmingham, Coachbuilder Aug 11 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Guxx, Henry SAMUEL, Iiford, Manufacturing Furrier Aug 
Wat 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Heasp, HensertT Cyrit, Hampstead Aug 11 at 2.30 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hespy, Gzorck Epwarp, Fishponds, Bristol, Coal Mer- 

chant Aug 10at11.45 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 
Gronce ALBERT, Ikley, Yorks, Fruiterer Aug 11 

ar at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

og Tuomas Watson, Mount Pleasant, nr Crook, 
General Dealer Aug 12 at 3 Talbot Hotel, Bishop 
Auckland. 

Hvstey, Ernest Epwarp, Birmingham, Baker Aug 12 at 
12 174, Corporation st, Birmiogham 

Jarre, i Canonbury Augi7at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey 8 


Krause, _ Gustav Wi.ue om, Ampthill sq, Journalist 
Aug 15 at 12.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Laxeman, Joun, Arbuthnot rd, New Cross, Warehouse 
Clerk Aug 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey si 

Lewis, Jouxs Tuomas, Plymouth, Mineral Water 
Mauufacturer Aug 10 at 11 6, Athenceum ter, 


Plymouth 

lasrorp, Gerorce Percy, Balls Pond rd, Licensed 
ee s Manager Augi2ati12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

etme Water, New Bond st, Motor Agent Aug 15 at 
ll Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Masox, Joun Bavusor, East Bridgford, Notts, Butcher 
Aug 10at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Notting- 


ham 
May, Ricaarp, Sneinton, Nottingham, Grocer Aug 10 at 
11.30 Off Res, 4, Castle pl, Park st, Nottiogham 

Sha Epwin Ray, Norwich, Umbrella Manufacturer 
Aug 12at12 Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yd 

Paog, Groner, Headlands, Kettering, Northampton, Boot 
Manufacturer Aug 12 at 230 The Royal Hotel, 
Kettering 

Parmer, THomas, Nether Wallop, Hants, Farmer Aug 10 
at3 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, South- 
ampton 

Bone, A ty Artuus, High Harrogate, Yorks, Boot 

aa” at 12.80 Off Rec, The Red House, 

ae pl, 

Russet, Georce Epwarp, Stratton, St Margaret, nr 
Swindon, Farmer Aug 10 at 11.30 ” Off Rec, 38, Regent 
circus, Swindon 

Sus, A H, Eastleigh, Southampton, Grocer Aug 10 at 4 
Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

SLaTER, Gann Jane, West Bromwich, Haulier Aug 12 at 
ll 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Sura, ArrHuR Henry, Old Brampton, nr Chesterfield 
Aug llati1l Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Srannam, H, West Dulwich, Butcher Aug 12 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Sraupwick, Wi1LL1AM Roxert, Stoke Newington, Working 
Cutler Augillat3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

po pt HL, Covent Garden, Fruit Salesman Aug 11 at 

ery bldgs, Carey st 

cnn Joan Wiiu1am, Bradford, Engineer Aug 12 at 3 

Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Tomexins, WALTER, Birmingham, Factor of Cycle Acces- 
sories Augi5at 11 174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Waaxer & Co, Holbein pl, Sloane sq, Builders Aug 11 at 
12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Warren, James Garraway, Chiswick, Tea Dealer Aug 11 
at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Burcu, Arruur, sen, Chiddin . Somey, Farm Bailiff 
Gaildford Pet July28 O: 

CHAMBERLAIN, WALTER + heameg- Seaton Northampton, 

Manufacturer Northampton Pet July 29 Ord 


tc a Janz, Cheltenham Cheltenham Pet July 15 
28 
Hoop, Gncscn ALBERT, aie, Yorks, Fruiterer Leeds 
Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Jzeuy, Sypvey Cuarves, Liv l, Dini 
ufacturer gy ol Pet June 14 
MoSweenry, Harry, 
Reading’ Pet July 28 Ord 
Moors, Jouy Witiiam, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
Sheffield Pet July 29 Ord July 29 
Newsrrey, Tuomas, Blaenavon, 
Tredegar Pet July29 Ord July 29 
Rozerts, WitLiaAM ARTHUR, High Har 
Repairer York Pet July27 Ord J 
Saumon, Henry Epwiy, Iiford, Essex, Saker Chelmsford 
Pet July 27 Ord July 27 
Sourawoop, Wititam Tuomas, South Cowton, North 
Biting. Yorks, Publican Northallerton Pet July 27 


Sreupwic dK, Wu. LIAM Ropert, Stoke peynaen. Working 
’ 
Cu Edmonton Pet July 23 Ord July 


Tare, Joux, Abbingdon, Cambs, Farmer Ounaall Pet 
July 28° Ord July 23 = 


room Suite 
rd July 28 
as. Stationer’s Assistant 
uly 28 


-_~ Ironmonger 


) Yorks, Boot 


Tuomas, Jouy, Blaenau Festiniog, Merioneth, Quarryman 
ioc ~Pet July 27 Ord Juiy 27 


Waxruam, Grorce Samus, Goodrington, Totqaten, Devon, 
Plymouth Pet July 29 Ord July 29 


Wanrex, Jans Garraway, Rothschild rd, Chiswick, Tea 


ler Brentford Pet June7 Ord July 28 


Wixaan, Jamus, Stamford, Lincs, Tobacconist Peter- 
borough Pet July 29 Ord July 29 





aaa, Cuanr.es, Swindon, Provision Merchant Swindon 


Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE PAID 
IN ADVANCE: Soxforrors’ JOURNAL and 
WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 52s., 
post-free. SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL only, 26s. ; 
Country, 28s. ; Foreign, 30s.4d. WEEKLY 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 268.; Country or 
Foreign, 288. 

Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; half 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 














































Amended notice substituted for that in the London 
Gazette of May 3 : 


et April 15 Ord April 29 
ADJUDICATION ANNULLED AN > RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDED. 
Micuagt, Isaac Raymonp, Holles st, Cavendish sq, Gentle- 
Ree Ord March 1 


man High Court , 19098 Adjud 
March 25, 1908 Rese and Annul July is’ 1904 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Jonnson, Francis Wittiam, Gosport, Hants, Builder 
Portsmouth Adjud Nov 1, 1899 Annul July 25,1904 | 


MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The ‘‘ VALIANT ’”’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including— 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Qut Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 
Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TO— 











; i ) 

MERRYWEATHER. LONCON” Sidney Harrison, P. 
MERRYWEATHERS’ “VALIANT” Wilberforce Bryant, | Esai. 

PUMP, AT WORK. A. MacKenzie, Esq., &e. ., &e. 


Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG ACRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO H.M. THE KING. 


FALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimITED, 
PRINTERS, 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PaRLiaAMENTARY BiLis, Mixutes or Evipencr, Books oF 
Rererence, Strarements or CLam, Answers, &o., &c. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 
NEWSPAPERS, 
General and Commercial Werk. 
Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS JOURNAL 
and WEEKLY REPORTER, 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 


BAFet’s COURT ITALIAN 
EXHIBITION. 


The Art, Ind and Commerce f I 
“VENICE BY NIGHT,’ 














Telephone: 602 Holborn. 


EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT 


Founpep ix THe Reien or Wititiam & Mary, 1689. 


ROBE | COURT 
MAKERS. TAILORS. 


To H.M. THE KING & H.M. THE QUEEN. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
LEVEE SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION § UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 
The Companies Acts, 1862 to 1900. 


ii Sada, eemail 


Every requisite under the above Acts supplied on the 
shortest notice. 





And all 











on View. 
Realistically 
Forty Gondolas < on 
Venetian 


THE BLUE G RI, 
8T. PETER’S AT ROME 
MAXIM’S CAPTIVE 5 
and FORMS ke Mo tidieiia— 
The BOOKS pt in Stock for immediate use. a ew ‘ 
Suare CERTIFICATES, ya mite po &c., engraved and Grounds Transformed and Brilliantly Dluminated by 


printed. Orriciat Sga.s d LEADING ‘ARY BANDS. 
Solicitors’ Account Books. Apmission 1s. Orsw 12 Nw TO 1] P.M. 
SOMETH 
RICHARD FLINT & CO.,| , ovat yea, me CIRCUS (late 
Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, &c., Hengler’s), Oxford-circus (Tube = 


TWICE een at 3 
49, FLEET eg 5 E.C. (corner of La t Animal Ci 7 ‘ tof ite 


- kind in the word. Over S00 Pes 
Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. Bareback ack Riders, Clown Doge, Clown Monk 
_ a my Goats; Grand 


Moikey Pantomime, a 
NOW READY, SECOND EDITION. PRICE 5s. three consecutive seasons fo 
A Practical Handbook to the Companies Acts. Viena ee to Bee 











from One 
By Francis J. Garey, of the loner Temple, Barrister-at-Law. aed, bait Sere half-price Fogler, meee, 


680 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Aug. 6, ‘coke 





i 





LONDON & COUNTY BANKING CO., Ltp. 


Registered under “The Companies Acts.” Established in 1836. 
100,000 SHARES OF £80 EACH. 
Megetine, the 4th August, 1904, 


CAPITAL £8,000,000, IN 
REPORT adopted at the Haur-YEariy 
CHARLES SEYMOUR GRENFELL, Esq., in the Chair. 


e Directors, in submitting to the Shareholders the Balance-sheet for the half-year ending 30th June last, have 
ying interest to customers and all charges, making provision for bad and doubtful debts, and 
- for rebate on bills not due, the net profits amount "to £265,809 19s. 2d. From this sum has 
been deducted £50,000 carried to Reserve Fund (raising it to £1,300,000), leaving £215,809 19s. 2d., which, with 
£48,055 15s, 8d. balance brought forward from last account, leaves available the sum of £263,865 14s. 10d. 

e Directors have declared a Dividend for the half-year of 10 per cent., which will require £200,000, leaving the 


ame that, after 
allowing £26, 798 8s. 


ORDINARY GENERAL 


sum of £63,885 14s. 10d. to be carried to the Profit and Loss New Account. 


Directors re 
years was a most valu 


The Dividend, £2 


t Share, free of Income Tax, will 


rt with deep regret the death of their esteemed colleague John Green, Esq., who for over nine 
ued member of the Board. 
The vacancy in the Direction has been filled by the ap pprintnet of Sir Thomas Jackson, Bart. 

payable at the Head Office, or at any of the Branches, 


on or after Monday, 15th August. 


Dr. Of the London & County Banking Company, Limited, 30th June, 1904. 


To Capital subscribed, 


To Due by the Bank on 
Current, Deposit, and 
other Accounts, includ- 
ing provision for Contin- 


gencies 

To Liabilities on Accept- 
ances, covered by Cash 
or Securities or Bankers’ 


Guarantees 
To Rebate on Bills not due 
carried to next Account 
To Net Profit for the Half- 


BALANCE SHEET 


a, &. £ s. d. | By Cash at the Head Office 
2,000,000 0 0| and Branches, and with 
1,300,000 0 0} Bank of England 

By Loans at Call and at 
Notice, covered by Se- 


13,525,565 15 7 | By Investments, viz. :— 
Consols registered and 
in Certificates (at 85), 
New 23 per Cents., and: 
National War Loan 
(£6,894,491 7s. 1ld., of 
which £365,150 0s. Od. 
Consols is lodged for Pub- 


1,520,733 6 
26,793 8 


7,775,443 18 4 


2,556,542 16 0 


Cr. 


s. d. £ s. d. 


———— 10,331,986 14 4 


lic Accounts); Canada 
. per Cent. Bonds, and 
egyptian 3 r Cent. 
Bonds, Guasintesd by 
the British Government, 
India Government Stock 
and India Government 
Guaranteed Railway 
Stocks and Debentures... 
Metropolitan and ve ng 
Corporation 
Debenture Bonds English 
Railwa: Debenture Stock, 
and Colonial Bonds 
Other Securities 


265,809 19 2 
50,000 0 0 
215,809 19 2 


6,667,306 16 1 


Pee eee ed 


To Profit and Loss Balance 


broughtfromlastAccount 48,055 15 8 1,023,566 11 


263,865 14 10 | 


5 
9,393,621 9 6 


By. ‘Aavanats to Customers 
| ‘at the Head Office and 
Be | _eseseas:. 18,160,556 4 
26,611,370 6 2 
By Liabilities of Customers 
for Drafts accepted by the 
Bank (as per Contra 
y Bank remises in 
London and Country, 
with Fixtures and 
Fittings,.......0.0000000 foes oe 


1,520,733 6 





Profit and Loss Account. 


‘Lo Interest pai 

To Salaries and all other Expenses at Head 
Office and Branches, including Income 
Tax on Profits and Salaries, Auditors’ 
and Directors’ Remuneration ; 

To Carried to Reserve Fund . 

To Rebate on Bills not due, carried ‘to New 


count 
By Gross Profit for the Half-Year, after 
rovision for Bad and Doubt- 
including Rebate, 
a from 31st 


£ s, 4, 
155,959 13 11 | By Balance brought forward from last Ac- 
| 
| 


making 

314,918 19 1 ful Debts, and 

50000 0 0 £31,369 9s. 4d. 
December last 763,482 0 11 


26,793 8 9 





200,000 0 0 
263,865 14 10 





£811,537 16 7 
re 





In accordance with the provisions of the Com 

1900, we certify that all our requirements as Aniline ine have 

been complied with, and we report that we have examined 
= Mages oy ogg and sag and =? the Gash dated the 
30th o une, 1904, ve verifi e Cash Balance 
E. H. CUNARD, /( Committee at the Bank of England, the Stocks there , and the 
W. E. HUBBARD, }of Directors. other investments of the Bank. We have also examined the 
several Books and Vouchers and certified Returns showing 
H. DEAN, Head Office Manager. 4 ee ape Bills ate wee dl te set forth, the 
RICHD, LEMON, Country Manager. ole of which are correctly sta’ in our opinion the 
G. K. SMITH, Chief A Ty — S said Balance-sheet and Profit and Loss Account are 
cone » ES SOON properly drawn up, so as to exhibit a true and correct view 
of the Company's affairs as oa wn by the books of the 

Company. (Signed) GEO. H. FABER, 

HY. Gi } Auditors. 
THOS. HORWOOD, 


London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
2ist July, 1904. 


Examined and audited by us, 


(Signed) J. J. CATER, Audit 


London and County Banking Company (Limited), 
19th July, 1904. 





LONDON & COUNTY BANKING COMPANY, LIMITED. 
_ Notice is hereby gon. S that a DIVIDEND on the Capital of the Company at the rate of 10 per cent. for the half-year 
30th June, 1904, will be PAYABLE to the Shareholders, either at the Head Office, 21, Lombard-street, or at 


THEATRES. 


ADELPHI. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE EARL AND THE 
GIRL: Messrs. Walter Passmore, H. A. Lytton, J.¢. 
Dixon, H. M. Cullin, Elliston, Crompton, Pinder, Chie 
stone, am oe, Geri Alwyn ; Mesdames Agnes Fraser 
Florence Kinnaird, Hart-Dy e, Phyllis 
Broughton a Maude Aston. 

APOLLO. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.15, VERONIQUE: Mesdamy 
Rosina Brandram, Mabel Medrow, Sybil Mae Mandi 
Darrell, Valli Valli, Hilda Coral, Tilly May, and Ruth 
Vincent ; Messrs. Lawrence Rea, Fred Emney "ubrey Fite 

, Akerman May, Henry Adnes, Be Bernard Dudley, and 


George Graves. 
CRITERION. 

THIS EVENING, at 90, THE DUKE OF KILI}. 
CRANKIE: Mesars. Weedon Grosemith, Graham Browne, 
Arthur Grenville, John Kelt, Horton Cooper, Sydney 
Fenton; Me:dames Helen Rous, Hilda Vaughan, Florence 
Harwood, Marie Dlington. 


DALY’S. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0, THE CGAL: Meaars, 
Rutland Barrington, W. Louis Bradfield, : 
James Blakeley, Arrigoni, C. Dixon, ri Boddy. Greene, 
Hope, and Huntley Wright; Mesdames Sybil yf Pe 
Gracie Leigh. Carrie Moore, Topsy Sinden, Hirst Sevening, 
D’Orme, k, Stocker, Seymour, and Anna Hickisch. 

GAIETY. 

THI3 EVENING, at 8.0, THE ORCHID: Mesdames 
Gertie Millar, Gabrielle Ray, Phyllis Blair, Gaynor Row. 
lands, G. ~ nee and Connie Ediss; Messrs. Geo. Gros- 
smith, ,L. Bg many Harry Grattan, Robert Nainby, 
A. Hat men, . Gregory, C. Browa, B. Sinden, H. Lewis. 


PRINCE OF WALES. 


THIS EVENING at 8.15, SERGEANT BRUE: Messrs, 
Willie Edouin, Arthur Williams, Farren Soutar, Sydney 


Barraclough, E. RS ie Thompso m, 8. Brooke, A, 
Laceby; Misses e e, Olive 3 Morrell, Valerie de 


Lacy, Zena Dare, Ruth Saville, Nellie Seymour, Kitty 
Ashmead 


‘ SHAFTESBURY. 

Lessee and Manager, Mr. Geo. Musgrove. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.15, THE PRINCE OF ne: 
Messrs. Hobart Smock, John W. Ransone, Harry Fai 
Victor, Morley. Albert Le Fre; Misses Sophie Brandt, 
Isabel Hall, Lillian Coleman, Eva Westcott, Emma Francis. 


ALHAMBRA. 

THIS EVENING, at 8.0. The Popular Bal'et, ALL 
THE YEAR ROUND. Five Whiteleys, Ian Colquhoun, 
Perzina’s Monkey’s, Col. Bordeverry; Great Toronto Fire, 
“ Off for the Holidays.” P. and O: ss. Malacca flying the 
Russian Flag. and Russo-Japanese War Pictures on the 
Urban Bioscope: Joe Almasio, Ten-Ichi Troupe of 
Conjurors and Illusionists. 

EMPIRE. 
THIS EVENING, at 8.0: Novel Up-to-Date Divertisse- 
ment, — JINKS; mt Varieties; Paulton and 
y, Sam Elton, Nelson Downs, Tschernoff’s Dogs and 
Ponies, The Merkel Sisters, Guido Gialdini, Four Nightons, 
Goodwood Races, &c., on the Biograph. 
PALACE. 

THIS EVENING, at 7.45: TORTAJADA, Miss ELLA 
and her TROUPE of LIONS, TOM HEARN, Vesta 
Victoria, Jerome, Burke, Andrus and Frisco, la 
Petite Superb, the Ridgyell Le Les Lios Alfa, May Gurney 
Vera Pate: ee ell, Les Cabiacs, and a New Series of 
Bioscope 





ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION. 
Ey epe Sytien. 
ith Trains and ’Buses from all parts. 
hted. Well Heated, and Well Ventilated. 
RUSSO-JAPANESE WAR. 
Life-like Portrait Models of 
H.IL.M. THE CZAR OF RUSSIA. 
H.M. THE EMPEROR OF JAPAN, 
ADMIRAL ALEXEIEFF, ADMIRAL TOGO > 
GENERAL KUROPATKIN, MARQUIS ITO 
FIELD-MARSHAL YAMAGATA, &e. 


Tussaud’s R Roumanian Band. 
Afternoon Teas. 


10 till 10. 
N. 


In connection 
Well 


Madame 

Delightful Music. 
Special Quartette in Tea Room. 
Admission, 1s.; Children under 12, 6d. O 

MADAME TUSSAUD'S EXHIBITIO 


GYPTIAN HALL.—England’s 
M . Established 30 years.— Lessee and 

Mr. J. N. alyne.—DAILY, at Three and Eight, the 

Christmas e, brimful of fun, wonder, and novelty, 

inch the greatest mystery of modern times, enti! 

as rT’ ee —!!” he gs by Herr Valadon. 


uname Soot Or Me — 
- PHILOSOP ns. STONE. co 
favour with which the Merry Magical 
‘received it will remain in the p — 
beautiful series of Animated hotogra} 
Tf ay 8s., 2s.,and 1s, Children under 12 '-price, 
OOLOGICAL SOCIETY’S GARDENS, 
Regent’s Park, are OPEN DAILY (except — 
> a until sunset. ion 1s., Monda: 


Children always 6d. Ladies or a ma be elected 
welows of ‘he. Entrance fee _As sub 
£3, or composition fee £35.—For ‘pantie apply 





Home of 


uence of 
mance 








the Company’s Branchies, on or after Monday, the 15th instant. 
Lombard-street, 5th August, 1904. By order of the Board, F. J. BARTHORPE, Secretary. 


e Secreraky, 3 , Hanover-square, W. 
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